II

PROPORTION OF FOREIGN STOCK IN THE NATIVE
POPULATION

The population of the United States is exceedingly diverse in origin,
This diversity exercises a profound influence upon many important
features of the national life, such as cultural continuity, institutional
integrity, and national solidarity. And, other things being equal,
the greater the size of the foreign group the more serious will be the
problems arising from the presence of dissimilar elements in the
population. Consequently the quantitative relation of the immi-
grants and their children to the American population is of primary
interest to the student of the immigrant problem.

In this connection two questions present themselves: First, to
what extent does the present population of the United States repre-
sent descendants of the original colonial stock, and to what extent
does it represent the various immigrant groups which have been
arriving in this' country since the end of the ecighteenth century?
Second, who among the present population are of native stock in
the sense of being native of native parentage and who are foreign

in the sense of being foreign born or native of foreign or mixed
parentage?

1. DESCENDANTS OF COLONJAL STOCK AND OF FOREIGN WHITE STOCK
IN PRESENT POPULATION

An answer to the first question has been reached in another volume
in this series of census. monographs and noed therefore be given
only passing reference in this one! According to Mr. Rossiter's
computations, approximately 47,330,000 out of the 58,421,957 native
whites of native parents represent ““the contribution of the original
stock to the population of the United States.” This does not mean
that all of these 47,330,000 persons were directly derived from the
pre-Revolutionary population, but that there was in 1920 a group
descended in varying degrecs of purity from the original native stoek,
whose combined heredity represented the “numerical equivalent’ of
47,330,000 pure-bred representatives of that stock.? On the basie

1 3 7 .
) ﬁﬁ::fﬁ‘“' &ﬁ““m 8.: Incrense of Population in the United States: 1010-1020; Washington, 1022,
vard Ux:l:r' it \fam 8., op. clt,, Ch, IX and Appendices A~F. Dr. Rufus €. Tucker, formerly of Har-
of the ori, ie rs; y{ uS}ng the seme method ns Mr. Rogsiter, but slightly different data, puts the doscendamfs
pnh)ishpg; i:‘\ﬂthi (C);? utt n]s%me‘vhat smaller figure, namely, 45,100,000, (Doctor Tucker's computation i8
! arterly Journal of Beonomies, Au i thod Doctor
Tucker obtains a maximum Tigure of 39,700,000, August, 1023) - By employing a differont mo
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PROPORTION OF FOREIGN STOCK 5

of this calculation about 11,092,000 of the native whites of native
parentage are the “numerical equivalent” of the descendants of
persons immigrating to this country subsecuently to the colonial
period, who, with the 36,399,000 whites who are foreign born or the
children of foreign parents, or of mixed native and foreign parentage,
make up o total of about 47,491,000 who are in some sense foreign.

2. FOREIGN WHITE STOCK IN PRESENT POPULATION

The answer to the second question is supplied by Tables 1 to 4,

following:

Tasre 1.—~Numeer aNp Per CeEnt DistninurioNn or Toran PoruLATION oF
THE UNITED STATES, BY NATIVITY AND ParENTAGE: 1850-1920

NUMBER
CLASS OF POPULATION -
1920 1910 % 1900 ! 1640
! . ! —
Total population. . .co....c.onc 105, 710, 626 91,972,200 ‘ 75, Y94, 575 2, 47,714
Native white, total . ____ ... ... .. 81, 10K, 161 08, 356, 412 56, 595,479 | 45,978, 301
Native parentage 08, 421, 9567 49, 488, 575 40, 49, 362 | 34,475, 716
Foreign parentage.. 15, 6U4, 539 12,916, 811 10, 632, 250 8, 055,019
Mixed parentage. co.eecwoacoccacan 6, VU1, 665 5, 081, 526 &, 018, 737 3, 418, 656
Foreign-born white.........- e va—— 13, 712, 754 13,345, 445 10, 213, 817 9, 121, %67
All other i, .... wwmmm————m s 10, 889, 705 10, 240, 308 9, 185, 379 7, 846, 456
1850 1870 1860 ' 1850
i
Total population., .o oeone. - 60, 165, 783 2 38, 538, 371 31, 443, 321 ' 23,191,878
Native white, total.... 36, 843, 201 28, 095, 665 U 17,812,533
Native parentage 328, B6R, 424 392,771, 307
Foreign parentage 36, 363, 769 3 4,167, 0U8
Mixed parentage- 71,911,008 41,157,170 !
|
Forelgn-born white...__. 6, 589, 679 6,493, 712 4, 096, 753 2,240, i3H
ATl other 3 R 6,752, 813 4,068, 994 4520788 | Whas 808
|
PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
1920 1910 1900 1880 1880 1870 1360 1850
!
Total population . 100.0 ) 100.0) 100.01 100.0| 100.0| 100.0 | 100.07 130.0
Native white, total . ... ..o onea. 76.7 74.4 4.5 73.0 73.5 7.9 726 746
Native parentage. ... 55. 8 53.8 53.0 4.8 57.0 140 U T SR
Foreign parentage... 14.8 14.0 14.0 12.8 12.7 10.8 .-
Mixed parentage. . .o ...oooooo 6.6 6.5 8.6 5.4 3.8 F 20 PRI SO
Forelgn-born white_......ooo.o.o.... 13.0 14.5 13.4 14,51 131 14,2 13.0 9.7
All othert 108 1.1 121 125 13.5 12.9 14.4 15.7

1 Includes Negroes, Indians, Chinese, Inpanese, and a1l other nonwhite.
* Enomeration of 1870 is considered incomplete,

8 Partly estimated.
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6 IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR CHILDREN

Tasre £,—PrororrioN of Foreiey WaiTe Srock iy Toran 1?011»§77be'1'11§21\6 AND
i Toran Warre Porviarion, vor TR UNireEp Srarns: -

NUMRBEL
f Foreign white stock
YEAR .
T(i“ﬂ. W ‘ﬁﬁfo 1 Nu{tive white
papulation popu 1 . Foreign- of foreign
Total born white | or mixed
parentago
(15 120 04, 820,015 36, 308, 058 13,712, 754 22, 688, 204
i gk ot g v a0 || wadsas | 1 807, 837
75 444, 575 66, 809, 196 25, 850, 834 10, 213,817 15, 940, 017
62,647,714 ] 85,10L,958 | 20, 695, 549 9,121,807 | 11,508 475
50, 158, 753 43,402, 970 114,834, 540 6, 660, 679 3 8, 274, 867
a8, 55, 371 43, 589, 477 110, 817, 980 6,493, 712 ! b, 324, 268
} FEI CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION PER CENT OF WHITE POPULATION
Fuoreign white stock Foreign white stock
THAR Native Native
TQ‘%‘ white, | Total white,
wopaa- Foreign-] foreign || white Foreign- | forcign
bott | pgeal | horn or Total | barn | or
white | mixed white | mixeqd
parent- parent-
age ago
i~
13,0 21,5 100. 0 38.4 4.5 23.9
14,6 2.5 100, 0 39.5 16.3 28,1
13.4 20.0 100. ¢ 38.7 156.3 23.4
146 18.3 100. ¢ 37.4 10. 6 20.0
13.1 05 0.0 34.2 16,1 18.1
f w2p BRY 1000 w3 wal 154

! Partly estiwmated,
Tapue 8.—Narrvn anp ForeicNy Born in Torar PoroLamion, ron mam
Urirep Brates: 1850-1920

POPULATION

[ Number
— o
YEAR foreign
; ) born per
Total Native Foreign horn 5
native
El
. /

105,710,626 {1 91,789,008 | 13,090, oo 15,166
U120 | 78,456,380 | 13 615 geg 17,227
5,094,575 | 65,062,208 | - 1) 341 275 15,751
(2,047 714 53,698,150 | 9940 6o 17,225
AT | 45415840 {6 670 043 15,365
S4.EIR 440 |l eosiong | 5 mgraoh 16, 254
31,443,391 20,304,624 | 4,138, 607 16,157
...... WLBIG ) 20,847,974 | 2 244 goa 10,716

ey
T

b Eslimetod eorrected figures on account of error In census of 1870,
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TasrLe 4.—PorurarioN oF THE UNITED STATES AND CERTAIN OTHER COUNTRIES,
CrassiFiEp By NATIVITY

POPULATION PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
COUNTRY Year

Total Native Forcign bora || Total || Native || gfﬁ’&n

United States. ..nae| 1020 105, 710, 620 01, 780, 928 13, 920, 692 100.0 £ 8 13.2
England and Wales .| 192t 37, 886, 640 30, 610,815 11,275,834 100.0 96,0 3.4
France 1021 '&‘J 209, 518 37, 65Y, 059 1, 550, 450 100.0 96,0 4.0
Germany - 1019 00, 412, 084 (2) ( 2) 100.0 [fommee oo fmmmemaen
Canada, 1921 8, 788, 483 6, 832, 747 1,955, 736 100.0 7.8 222
Argentine 1014 7, 885, 237 &, 627, 285 2, 357, 42 1.0 70.1 24,49
razil. . _ 1920 30, 635, 605 29, 069, 644 1, 565, 961 100.0 44, 9 5.1
Chile_.___.. 1920 3,754,728 3, 638, 060 115, 763 160.0 $6.9 3.1

1 Of this number, only 328,641, or less than 1 per cent of total, horn outside of British Empire.
2 Not available. Acu)rdlng 10 1010 census, native born comprlscd 98.1 per cent of the total population
and foreign born 1.9 per cent,

Analysis of these tables brings out four significant facts.

First, the mere bulk of the foreign white stock has increased tre-
mendously. For example, Table 1 shows that the foreign-born white
population has grown from slightly more than 2,240,000 in 1850 to
upward of 13,700,000 in 1920, an increase of over 500 per cent in
70 years, while the native whites of foreign or mixed parentage
have increased from about 5,324,000 in 1870 to more than 22,686,000
in 1920, a gain of over 325 per cent in 50 years. Table 2 reveals a
similar rate of increase in the total foreign white stock in that period,
the growth being from approximately 10,818,000 in 1870 to slightly
under 36,399,000 in 1920.2

Second, the proportion of the foreign white stock, both in the total
population and the total white population, has not varied significantly
during the period under consideration.

Thus, Table 1 shows that the native white element has been about
73 per cent of the total population since 1850, exhibiting an extreme
variation of only 4.1 per cent in that entire period. The same table
shows that, excepting the year 1850, the foreign-born white have
ranged from 13 per cent to 14.5 per cent, a variation of 1.5 per cent
only.

Table 2 reveals a similar tendency in the foreign white stock, for
between the years 1870 and 1920 it has ranged from 28.1 per cent to
35.1 per cent of the total population and from 32.2 per cent to 39.5
per cent of the total white population. Similar results may be
obtained from Table 3, although its basis of computation differs from
those preceding.*

3 No separation of the native white population as to parentage was made prior to 1870
¢ The highest per cent and the highest ratio, it will be noted, were ot in 1920, but in 1910,

P r—
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It is therefore to be inferred that, notwithstanding the noteworthy
numerical increase in the foreign element in this country, this increase
has done little more than keep pace with a correspondingly rapid
incrense both of the total population and of the total white popula-
tion. Hence, quantitatively at least, the immigration problem bulks
no larger in relation to this country’s population than it did 70 years

220,

IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR CHILDREN

tion is expressed graphically in Chart 1.

Crarr 1.—Rate or Growra o Waite PoruLatioN, ForErlaN WHiTE Srock,

MILLIONS

AND Forzrgn-sorn WaHiTE: 1870-1920

[Logarithmie gcale]
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PROPORTION OF FOREIGN STOCK 9

Third, in some respects, the proportionate size of the immigrant
stock seems to be falling off slightly. Ifor example, in Table 3 the
number of foreign born per 100,000 natives is 15,166 in 1920, as
against 17,227 in 1910, and 15,751 in 1900. Again, according to
Table 1, the foreign-born white population dropped from 14.5 per
cent of the total population in 1910 to 13 per cent in 1920, a figure
lower than that recorded for any census since 186G0. On the other
hand, the accumulated effects of the birth rate dependent upon
" previous waves of immigration have caused the total foreign white
stock to attain a steadily growing importance, relative both to the
total population and the white pepulation, right up through 1910.
Nevertheless, Table 2 indicates that even this group has declined
relatively between the years 1910 and 1920, from 35.1 per cent
to 34.4 per cent of the total population, and from 39.5 per cent to
38.4 per cent of the white population.

This gradual diminution in the percentage of the first and second
generation of the immigrant stock suggests many interesting possi-
bilities. So far as concerns the decade 1810-1920, it is, as Mr.
Rossiter * points out, undoubtedly due mainly to the restricted immi-
gration and accelerated reémigration that accompanied the World
War., There may, also, be other less obvious factors, such as the
gradual exhaustion of {ree land in this country.

Fourth, the foreign-born element in the population of this country,
while much larger, relative to the totel population, than that in
European countries, is, nevertheless, not such a large fraction of the
whole as in certain other American nations.

Thus, Table 4 shows that the foreign horn compose 13.2 per cent of
the population of the United States as against 4 per cent for France,
and 3.4 per cent for England and Wales. On the other hand, the
corresponding figure for Canada is 22.2 per cent and for Argentine
29.9 per cent. The explanation for this situation is probably the
one suggested above. In comparison with the old-world countries,
the United States is new and sparsely settled, attracting a heavy
immigration and showing, therefore, a high ratio of foreign popula-~
tion. It is, however, much more thickly settled than some of the
more recently developed countries of the New World, so that they
are probably now outstripping the United States in the relative vol-
ume of their immigration, and certainly exceed it in the relative size
of their immigrant population. Not only is the immigrant problem
not peculiar to this country, it is of even smaller proportions than in
certain neighboring countries.®

b Rossiter, Willlam 8., op. cit., p. 114,
& Seo the writer’s monograph on “ Relative Population Densities and Immigration Poliey,?’ University
of Buffulo Studies, Vol. IV, No. 1.




10 IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR CHILDREN
SUMMARY

In general, it appears that, so far as the @mporta‘nce of the ir_mx_xigra—
tion question can be quantilatively appraised, this country is in no
very different situation than it has been for half a century. On the
emfirary, both the short-run effects of the Wo‘rld W?.r and of
restrietive legislation and the long-run effects of the increasing popula~
tion of this country seem to be bringing about a slight decrease in the
numerical importance of the immigrant and his children.

Moreover, despite the almost unprecedented immigration that this
country has had to absorb since its formation; and despite the further
fact that it has passed through a long, destructive Civil War, fought
lurgely by descendants of the original stock, it appears that there
ure at the present time in this country representatives of that original
colonial stock amounting to the “numerical equivalent” of upwards
of 43,000,000, which is well over one-third of the total population.
S0 long as this element maintains such a ratio to the total popula-
tion-—and the gradual diminution in immigration, together with
the practically stationary character of the negro population, leaves
little doubt but that it will do so—there is every reason to expect
that & very lurge measure of continuity in racial type, cultural back-
ground, and traditional heritage is assured to future generations. In
sum, quantitatively considered, *“ the immigrant invasion” is no more
serious than it was two or three generations ago, and it offers no
greuter threat to American institutions now than it did then.

The qualitative aspects of the present as compared with past immi-
gration are considered in later chapters.
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TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE FOREIGN STOCK
IN THE UNITED STATES

It is obvious that many of the most important phases of the immi-
gration question are primarily local in their origin and bearing. To
take one example among many, the relation of immigration to
industry can be intelligently considered only in respect to particular
localities; one industrial center may be situated in the midst of a
large immigrant population, while another may tap a predominantly
native population, making the results of the study of the first locality
of no validity in connection with the second, and also limiting the
value of conclusions based upon an averaging together of the two.
Again, whole sections of the country may be differently affected by
immigration. (ne region may have an immigrant population far in
excess of the average tor the country, while another shows an insig-
nificant number of the foreign born. Hence, to the former region, all
the various aspects of the immigration question may be of immensely
greater importance than would appear merely from consideration of
the country as a whole, while the latter may scarcely be aware of the
existence of an immigration question.

In dealing with this topic of the distribution of the foreign stock
four different cuestions at once suggest themselves: How is the
foreign stock distributed among the different sections of the United
States? IHow is the foreign stock distributed among the various
local areas of the United States; e. g,, urban and rural districts and
the several classes of cities? How is the distribution of the foreign
stock related to the characteristics of the various kinds of territory?
What factors have determined this territorial distribution of the
foreign stock?

1. GEOGRAPIIC DISTRIBUTION OF NATIVE AND FOREIGN STOCE

A summary of the most important data bearing on the geographic
distribution of foreign and native elements is presented in Tables
5t09. In Table b the percentage distribution of the various nativity
classes is shown for the principal geographic divisions of the United
States. Tables 6 and 7 show, respectively, the ranking of geographic
divisions and of certain States according to their total population
and their total foreign white stock. Table 8 carries back to 1850
the distribution of native and foreign born for the geographic divi-

11



12 IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR CHILDREN

sions, while Table 9 makes n similar comparison, running back to
1890, for the nativity classes of the white population. In Tables 135
t0 137, Tables 5, 8, and 9 are expanded to ghow numbers and percent.
ages for States as well as geographic divisions.

Tasin §.—Per Cine or Namve anp FormiaN BORN AND or Namve ayp

Tonsmey Wures Stock IN Toran POPULATION, BY GroGraraIc Divigiong:
1920

TOTAL POPULATION WIHITE POPULATION BY NATIVIDY
BY NATIVITY AND PARENTAGE
Foreign white stoelk
Total
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION p&mﬁa- I\ia_%ivef

arei WLIte 0f Native

Native | FOrER || “nagive Porcign. | Phiteof

born N Toreign-
parent- | m foreign
” otal born '

tge white |0 mixed

parent-

age

United Biates. . ooooom-., 100.0 80.8 1.2 55,3 4.4 13.0 2.5
New Enpgland. . coemmeermcecmee 100.0 745 25,5 37.9 6L.0 25.3 35.7
Middle Atlantic.. - 10,0 7.7 2.3 43.3 .0 22,1 3.9

East North Central, 100.0 84.0 1581 649 42,0 15,0 27
West North Central 1000 80.0 1.0 69,6 3.9 URY] 8.9
Bouth Atlantic. .. 100.0 0%.6 2.4 02,8 6.2 2.3 4.0
Eqst Bouth Central. 100.0 00, 2 0.8 68. 5 3.1 0.8 2.3
Vot & 100.0 6.6 4.5 08,0 113 4,5 6,8
100.0 86.0 14,0 60,0 36,3 13,68 2.7
100,04 T 20.3 61,4 44.3 18,8 2.7

Two sets of generalizations can be derived from these tables.
The first relates to the absolute magnitude of the immigrant stock
in the various regions. The second is concerned with the relative
proportion of the foreign element in the total population.

One outstanding fact appears from the consideration of the first
question, namely, absolute magnitude of the foreign born and their
offspring. It is that there appears to be little relationship between
the total population of a State or group of States and the magnitude
of the foreign white stock in that State ov group of States. This
fact is clearly brought out in Tables 6, 7, and 135.

T4LE 6.—~RaNk or Grograrmic Divisions Ac-
CORDING TO ToTalL POPULATION AND POPULA-
TIoN oF Forelen Warre Stoox: 1920

RANK ACCORDING TO—

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION
Total Papulation

s of forelgn
population | onita stoek

New England.._.._..___.__..
Middle Atlentic_ .
East North Central
‘West North Central
South Atlantie,_
East South Cent,
Wegt South Central
Mountain

Paeific

CoODTT O T
D ST O OB LI D
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It is obvious from Table 6 that there is no correspondence between
the total population and the magnitude of immigrant stock in the
geographic divisions, excepting as regards the Middle Atlantic and
Bast North Central groups, where the correspondence is probably
due to other elements than those being considered here. It is clear,
also, that the Southern States are largely responsible for this appar-
ently anomalous situation. For example, in one series the South
Atlantic States rank third and the East South Central sixth, while
in the other they rank eighth and ninth, respectively.

A similar absence of significant relation is revealed by the com-
parison of the highest ranking States in the two series in Table 7,
Thus, Ohio is fourth in population and sixth in foreign white stock,
while Wisconsin and Minnesota, ranking, respectively, as ninth and
tenth in foreign white stock, appear as thirteenth and seventeenth
in total population.

As in Table 6, the Southern States appear here as partially re-
sponsible for the noncorrespondence of the two series, for inspection
of Table 135 shows that, with the exception of Texas, the highest
ranking Southern State according to foreign stock, namely, Maryland,
is more than half way down the list according to total population,
ranking twenty-eighth, while the next, Louisiana, is twenty-second.

TanLe 7.—Firsr 10 Srares AccospiNg 70 TorilL PoPULATION AND
PoruraTion or Foreran Waire Stocx: 1920

FIRST 10 BTATES ACCORDING TO TOTAL || FIRST 10 STATES ACCORDING TO FOREIGN WHITE
POPULATION BTOCK
Rank ae-
cording
Stute Rank State Rank to total
popula-
tion
Now YOorkeumammccacmnanas 1 New York. ..ooooioocuciann = 1 1
Pennsylvania. ... 2 Pennsylvania . 2 2
IlinoiS. . ...cneee 3 inois, _______ I 3
hio_ .. .. 4 Massachusetts . .- 4 i}
Texas. . ....... 5 Michigan. .. _._ R i 7
Massachusetts. 6 Ohio oo I 4
Michigan.. 7 New Jersey 7 10
California. 8 California. 3 8
Missouri. . 9 Wisconsin . 9 13
Now Jersey... 10 Minnesota. .. 10 17

Ixamination of the percentage distribution of the various nativity
groups for geographic divisions and States and over a period of years
shows, first, a most uneven distribution of the foreign stock over the
various parts of the country; secondly, a steady and profound shifting
in the relative importance of the population of foreign origin in the
various sections of the United States; thirdly, an apparent inertia
of the second generation of the foreign stock,
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Tanni B.—Drr CExt or Namive anp Formtex Bonwn v Torar Porurnariow,

ror Groararrrc Divierons: 1850-1920

PER CENT NATIVE

GEOGRAPRK DNVISION 7 7
19728 1819 1500 1896 1880 1870 1860 1850
United States .. 86.8 85,3 8.4 85,3 80.7 85.6 86,8 90.3
New d. 4.4 721 4.2 K 80.2 81,4 85,0 88.8
N bt ol 0| s w4l ar| 77| 20 859
East North Centr, 4. 0 812 8.0 81,4 829 818 827 87.8
West North ("entral £0.0 86. 1 85.2 82.7 83.8 82.0 84.0 88.7
Eputh Atlantic. .. .. g97. 6 7.5 97.9 97.8 07,7 871 87.a 67.8
ot South teutend . 9.2 9.0 9.8 3.4 48,3 87.8 a7.5 98.5
Waest Bouth Centry 65 5 9.0 5. ¢ 5.4 4. 8 93.8 92.7 0.7
Mountam_.___. ¥a. G 82.8 K20 78.8 75. 4 72,4 86.2 0.2
FOUBC. e 7.7 2 T8 2.8 09.8 .5 86,1 78.4
PER CENT FOLEIGN BORN
CEQGRAPRI DIVISION T
1926 1819 1900 1880 1880 1820 i 1860 ) 1850

[ !
Upited States. . oo oun. 13.2 47 13.6 14.7 J 13.3 144 13.2 8.7
New England., oo ocmencvanns 25. 5 27. 9 25.8 24.3 19.8 18.0 15.0 1.2
Middle Atlantie. . e 22.3 25.1 215 2.6 19,3 213 208 17,3
Eart Norgh Cntral 151 14.8 16.4 8.4 17,1 18.2 17.3 12.2
Weetk North Centeal 11.0 139 4.8 17.3 16.2 1.4 16.0 1.3
Pouth AUSRLS ... 2,4 2.5 2.1 24 23 28 30 22
Bast south ¢ Central . 0.8 1.4 1.2 L8 .7 2.4 2.8 L§
West South Central - 4.5 4.0 4.1 44 5.4 0.4 7.3 9.3
A amiain - 140 1.2 18.6% 212 24.0 2.6 13.8 5.8
Pagatie.. . : 208 2.8 2.5 S 27.2 36,4 ] 33.5 348 .6

TasLy 9:—~}’E1z CeNT oF NATIVE WHrte AND FOREIGN Witk Srock 1IN TEHR
Toran Poruvation, ror GROGRARHNC Drvisions: 1890-1920

FER CENT OF TOTAYL POPULATION
GEGHRAFHIC DIVISION Nutive white of native parentage ' Total foreign white stack
1920 ‘ 010 | e | 1890 ﬁ 1970 1910 1000 | 1880

Uoted Srates ...} .3 } 538 4.9 5481 4.4 351 34.0 328

New Eugland L el a9l 58 61.0 59.0 53.9 4.2
Muldie Athin 3] a3l ao| skl sio| ezo| me| 3
Frol Neath ¢‘entral. 5.9 .41 m 53.9 42.6 4.8 45,21 444
Wet Norlh Centra wal w1l oir| el sre| fE] L2 4
St 1 Allsntie PooeL¥y 60.2) RRE] 72 4.2 6.0 5.7 59
el Bouth ¢ 8.5 6LR 82.8 62.3 31 3.8 42 4.8
;} &2 South Central 801 87| 6L7!| 44 113 0.9 104 11
‘(»xfé:}mn..,w, ®Wo) 557 5.1 19.6 36,3 40.0 43.3 42,5
setfie . ., 0 6Ly ]W3) Ry 4o 44,3 4.7 8.7 45.9
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TanLE 9.—Prr CENT or Namive Wiite ANp ForereN Warre STock IN THE
ToraL PoruLaTION, FOrR GrograPHIC Divisions: 1890-1920—Continued

PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION

GEOGRAFHIC DIVISION Foreign-born white Native white of forelgn or mixed

parentage
1920 1910 1500 1890 1920 1910 1900 1890

United States .o ooeeeo- 13.0 14.5 13. 4 14.5 2.5 20.5 20. 6 18.3
New England. .- convevvnavnnn 25.3 27.7 26. 7 24,2 35.7 3.3 28,2 2.0
Middle Atlantic..c.occvvmcemn- 22,1 25,0 21,4 2.5 3.9 28.9 2.5 25.8
Bast North Central . coeenn . 15.0 16. 8 1.4 18.6 27.6 2.0 28.8 25.8
West North Central. 10.9 13.9 14.8 17.3 249 27.6 21.8 23.8
8outh Atlantic...... 2,3 2.4 20 2.3 4.0 3.6 3.7 3.6
East South Central 0.8 1.0 L2 16 2.3 2.0 3.0 31
‘West South Central. 4.5 4,0 4.0 4.6 6.8 6.9 7.3 6.5
Mountain..._...... AR, 13.6 16.6 17.2 20.2 22,7 23. 4 26.1 223
Pacifie. oo aaaas 18.6 20,5 19.6 22.6 2.7 25.1 27.1 23.3

The first feature, namely, the irregular distribution of the immi-
grants and their children among the other population elements, is
made manifest by Tables 5 and 135. The percentage of foreign born
in the total population ranges all the way from 0.8 per cent in the
Fast South Central States to 25.5 per cent in the New England States.
The individual States show an even wider divergence, namely, from
29 per cent for Rhode Island to 0.3 per cent for North Carolina.
When the total foreign white stock is compared with the total popu-
lation, a similar situation is seen to exist. In New England the
foreign white stock is 61 per cent of the total population, but in the
East South Central region it is only 8.1 per cent, while in Rhode
Island this class appears to be 69.6 per cent of the total population,
but in North Carolina attains only to seven-tenths of 1 per cent.

Moreover, as already indicated, this uneven distribution of the
foreign born and natives of foreign or mixed parentage shows certain
pretty clearly defined tendencies. In the Northeast there is a large
sccumulation of immigrant stock; in the South and Southwest this
element assumes almost negligible proportions. Between these two
oxtremes stand the Middle West and the far West, the latter slightly
in the lead. These relationships are clearly brought out in Table 10.
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TasLe 10.—~CGrograPHIC DIVISIONS ARRANGED
Acconming To Per CeEnT or Formign Born
anD oF ForeieN WHiTE STock 1IN ToTan Poru-
LATION: 1920

» Per cent of | Per cent of

foreign foreign
born white

in total stock in

popula- | total popu-
tion lation

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION

THE NORTHEAST:

New Fngland _ 25,5 610

Middle Atlantic. . weveeeoooaaaes 223 54.0
THE FAR WEST:

Pacifie 20.3 44,3

Mountain, 4.0 36.3
THE MIDDLE WEST:

Fast North Central - . 15,1 42,6

West North Central . oeuee oo 11,0 37.9
THE SOUTHWEST:

West Fouth Contrul.. .ooooenue. 4.5 11.8 '
THE SOUTH:

Sguth Atlantie....... T 24 6.2

Eust South Central. 0.8 3.1

i

As will be seen later in this chapter, especial significance attaches
to the fact that similar, though not identical, results are obtained,
whether the total population or the total white population is taken
as the basis of comparison,

The second tendeney in the distribution of the foreign white stock
that is sugeested by these data is the steady shifting of its geographical
center of gravity. It appears that such a change has been going on
during the entire period under consideration. For example, Table 8
shows that, in 1850, the Pacific States were most heavily occupied by
immigrants when they contained not less than 21.6 per cent foreign
born in their population, while the New England States, with 11.2
per eent foreign horn, showed only a moderate foreign settlement.
In 1920 a totally differentsituation is presented. New England leads
the eountry, with 25.5 per cent of her population foreign born, while
the Pacitic States, with 20.3 per cent, rank third. Moreover, wide
fluetuations appear within the geographic divisions, as in the case of
the Mountain States, whose foreign born made up a bare 5.8 per
cent of the total population in 1850, rose to 27.6 per cent in 1870,
and dropped back to 14 per cent in 1920, Similar tendencies in the
proportion of foreign white stock to total population are indicated
in Table 9, hut, as & bricfer span of years is represented, a narrower
flactuution is revealed,

It is impossible to trace with much aetail the course taken by tnis
ﬂ'«.u:t'uatiwn in the proportion of the foreign white stock in the various
regions.  Nevertheless, cortain tendencies that can be traced in the

data are brought out in Table 11



TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF FOREIGN STOCE 17

TasLe 11.—Rank or Groarapnic Divisions Accorping 7o PeEr CeEnT OF
Torurigy Bonn anp or ForeregN WmiTe Stock v Toran Popunarion:
1850-1920

EANE ACCORDING 70 PER CENT OF FOREIGN BORN IN TOTAL POPULATION
g 1920 1910 1500 1860
11 New England New England New England Pacific
2| Middie Atlentic Middle Atlantic Pacifle ., New England
3| Pacifle Pacific Middle Atlantic Middle Atlantic
4| East North Central Mountain Mountain Mountain
51 Mountain Enst North Central East North Central East North Central
61 West North Central West North Central Wost North Central West North Central
71 West South Central West South Central West South Central ‘West South Central
81 Bouth Atlantic South Atlantic South Atlantic South Atlantic
91 East South Central East South Central East South Central East South Central
1830 1870 1880 1859
11 Pacific Pacific Pacific Pacifie
2| Mountain Mountain Middle Atlantic Middle Atlantic
3| New England Middle Atlantic East North Central East North Central
4| Middle Atlantic New England West North Central West North Central
51 East North Central Enst North Central New England New England
61 Waest North Central West North Central Mountaln West Sonth Central
71 West South Central West South Central ‘West South Central Mountain
8| South Atlantie South Atlantic South Atlautic South Atlantic
9| East South Central East South Central East South Central East South Central
RANK ACCORDING TO PER CENT OF FOREIGN WHITE STOCK IN TOTAL POPULATION
1820 1910 1900 1390
1| New England New England | New England Middle Atlantic
21 Middle Atlantic Middle Atlantic Middle Atlantic New England
3| Paclfic Pacifie Pacific Pacifie
4 | East North Central East North Central East North Central East North Central
5| West North Central West North Central Mountsin Mountain
6| Mountain Mountain West North Central West North Central
7| West Sputh Central ‘West SBouth Central ‘West South Central “West South Central
8 Bouth Atlantic Sonth Atlantic South Atlantic South Atlantie
0 | East Sputh Central East South Central East Bouth Central East South Central

Two features stand out clearly. The first is the early prominence
and the recent decline of the far Western States in respect to their
proportion of foreign population. The second is the consistently
high percentage of foreign elements in the Middle Atlantic States
and, in recent years, in the New England States. It may further be
noted that the Southern States bring up the rear throughout the
whole period of comparison, while the Middle West has occupied
a median position, losing ground somewhat from 1870 to 1900, but
gaining from 1900 to 1920.

As shown at the conclusion of this chapter, any complete and
satisfactory tracing of the causative factors behind the phenomena
suggested by this table is at present impossible. Nevertheless, it is
possible tentatively to sketch the broader outlines of what has taken
place. First of all, the uniformly high ratio of immigrant stock in
the Middle Atlantic States is probably due to two factors—the

! The reader may find it convenient to draw o light pencil line around one or another geographic division
throughout the table, the moro easily to follow the upward or downward course of that division,

43381 °—27——3
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preseice of such important ports qf entry as.N ew York and Philadel-
phia in theso States and the rapid industrial and urban expansion
which they have undergone throughout the period under considera-
tion. The second of these factors, namely, industrialization ac-
companied by urbunization, probably accounts also for the steady
increase of foreign elements in New England.

The situation is more complex in the far West. Undoubtedly the
mining history of that region has played an important part in the
ebb and flow of immigrant stock. Thus, it is likely that the early
predominance of the Pacific States in this respect is due in large
measure to the “gold rush” to California during 1849 and the years
following; likewise the development of silver mines in Nevada,
Colorado, and Utah, and of copper mines in Arizona may explain
the growth a little later of the foreign population in the Mountain
Gtates; while the decline in silver mining toward the end of the
nineteenth century is probably responsible for the subsequent falling
off of this element in this same group of States. An additional factor
that may have contributed to the increase of the foreign born in the
Mountain States is the systematic colonization of the State of Utah
by the Mormon Church during the seventies and eighties. It will
be noted that Table 136 shows this State to have reached the peak
in this respect in 1870, when such activities of the Mormon Church
were at their height. Moreover, hoth the Mountain and Pacific
States have undoubtedly been influenced by oriental immigration,
especially before the enactment of restrictive legislation in 1882 and
1888; yet there is danger of overestimating this factor, as the second
part of Table 11 shows these divisions to contain a large element of
foreign white stock for as long a period as data are available. It is
likely that Mexican immigration into the region? and southern
European immigration into certain irrigated sections account for
much of this foreign white population. Finally, it must not be
forgotten that San Francisco is an important seaport, and that
immigrants would tend naturally to congregate neay if.

In the Middle West it seems that there has been a steady settle-
ment of foreign peoples throughout the period under consideration.
The slight decline and subsequent rise in importance of the immi-
grant element in this area probably mark the completion of the
original occupation of its public lands, on the one hand, and the more
recent industrial development of certain of itg States, on the other.
This hypothesis is strengthened by the fact that it is the East North
Central States, in which the greater degree of industrialization and

3 Thus, Tabla 12, 1. 49, of Vol. XL of the Fourteenth Census shows that out of 478,383 white persons in
¢ United States reported es bom in Mexieo, 184,115 were in the Mountain and Pacific groups, while
.77, of the same volume ehows that 7.2 per cent of the forcign-born white in the Stato of Arizona
CI, uho, Infra, Ch. ¥, Tables 59 and 60, and Maps 6 and 13,
It must et b forgotten that Mexican popalation, though contpining large Indian elements, is predomi-
nantly “white" so fur sa the census enumeration Is concorned,  Cf, footnote 4,13,
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urbanization has taken place, that have begun to recover their lost
ground,

In the South it is likely that the presence of a large negro popula-
tion has been the most effective influence in discouraging immigration,
ag Table 25 and the text accompanying it suggest.

The population changes in the several States, as presented in Tables
136 and 137, show many interesting phenomena. For example,
Michigan and Wisconsin, though both in the same geographic divi-
sion, show opposite tendencies. Wisconsin’s foreign-horn population
was 36.2 per cent of the total in 1850, but has steadily dropped in
importance until in 1920 it is only 17.5 per cent. On the other hand,
in Michigan, the foreign-born population was only 13.8 per cent of
the total in 1850, but rose to 26 per cent in 1890, and remains at the
fairly high level of 19.9 per cent in 1920. The Wisconsin data
probably reflect the large influx of Germans in the middle of the last
century and the subsequent slowing up of their migration as well as
deaths among them. Michigan, on the other hand, having heen
settled somewhat earlier, contained relatively few foreigners in 1850.
The subscquent development of lumbering and mining, and later
of furniture and automobile manufacture, appears, however, to have
attracted a considerable foreign element since about 1870.

Similar comparisons could profitably be made for other States, but
they would go outside the limits of this monograph.*

The third deduction to be derived from this set of data is the
relative inertia of the second generation of the foreign stock, as shown
by the close correspondence in the various regions between the pro-
portion of foreign-born white and of native white of foreign or
mixed parentage to the total population.

Tables 12 and 13 show that, as regards both absolute and relative
magnitude, the ranking of the geographic divisions in respect to their
foreign-born white population is very similar to that in respect to
their native-born white population of foreign or mixed parentage.
Both the immigrants and their children appear to be thickly settled
in the North, Bast, and far West and sparsely settled in the South
and Southwest. There is no evidence that the sons and daughters
of the immigrants push very far beyond the regions into which their
parents have come.

Moreover, in 8o far as there is an absence of correspondence between
the density, or ratio of population to area, of foreign born and native
born of foreign or mixed parentage, it seems to indicate o movement
toward those areas adjacent to those most thickly settled by the
foreign born. In other words, so far as may be inferred from this
material, the immigrants’ children remain in the same section of the
country as their parents, or one adjoining it.

¢ The writer is indebted to Prof. A P. Usher and Prof. F. Merk, of Harvard Untversity, and Prof. Horace
Seerlet, of Northwestern University, for valuable suggestions in this portion of the monograph.

enm
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presence of such important ports of entry as New York and Philadel-
phis in these States and the rapid industrial a.nd urban expansion
whirh they have undergone throughout the period under considers~
tion, The second of these factors, namely, industrialization sac-
eormpanied by urbanization, probably accounts also for the steady
inerease of foreign elements in New England.

The situation is more complex in the far West. Undoubtedly the
mining history of that region has played an important part in the
¢bb and flow of immigrant stock. Thus, it is likely that the early
predominance of the Pacific States in this respect is due in large
measure to the “gold rush” to California during 1849 and the years
following; likewise the development of silver mines in Nevada,
Colorado, and Utah, and of copper mines in Arizona may explain
the growth a little luter of the foreign population in the Mountain
States; while the decline in silver mining toward the end of the
nincteenth eentury is probably responsible for the subsequent falling
off of this element in this same group of States. An additional factor
that may have contributed to the increase of the foreign born in the
Mountuin States is the systematic colonization of the State of Utah
by the Mormon Church during the seventies and eighties. It will
be noted that Table 136 shows this State to have reached the peak
in this respect in 1870, when such activities of the Mormon Church
were at their height, Moreover, both the Mountain and Pacifie
States have undouhtedly been influenced by oriental immigration,
especially before the enactment of restrictive legislation in 1882 and
18885 yet there is danger of overestimating this factor, as the second
part of Table 11 shows these divisions to contain a large element of
foreign white stock for as long a period as data are available. It is
likely that Mexican immigration into the region * and southern
European immigration into certain irrigated sections account for
much of this foreign white population.? Finally, it must not be
forgotten that San Francisco is an important seaport, and that
immigrants would tend naturally to congregate near it.

In the Middle West it seems that there has been a steady settle-
ment of foreign peoples throughout the period under consideration,
The slight decline and subsequent rise in importance of the immi-
grant element in this areg probably mark the completion of the
original accapation of its public lands, on the one band, and the more
reecns industrial development of certain of its States, on the other.
This hypmheﬁis; is strengthened by the fact that it is the Fast North
States, in which the greater degree of industrinlization and

B0 4, of Vil I 6f the Faurteenth Census shows that out of 478,383 white persons in
tates reporied as bora in Mexion, 184,115 wero in the Mouutain and Pacific groups, while
L ol the e volane shows that 7.2 per eent of the forcign-born white in the State of Arizona
L alag, Infra, Ch, V, Tables 59 and 60, and Maps 6 and 13.
Lon that Megioan papulation, though cuntaining lurge Indian clements, is predomi-
i Wb eonisus commeration is concerned,  Cf, footnote 4, p, 8,
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urbanization has taken place, that have begun to recover their lost
ground.

In the South it is likely that the presence of a large negro popula-
tion has been the most effective influence in discouraging immigration,
as Table 25 and the text accompanying it suggest.

The population changes in the several States, as presented in Tables
136 and 137, show many interesting phenomena. For example,
Michigan and Wisconsin, though both in the same geographic divi-
sion, show opposite tendencies. Wisconsin’s foreign-born population
was 36.2 per cent of the total in 1850, but has steadily dropped in
importance until in 1920 it is only 17.5 per cent. On the other hand,
in Michigan, the foreign-born population was only 13.8 per cent of
the total in 1850, but rose to 26 per cent in 1890, and remains at the
fairly high level of 19.9 per cent in 1920. The Wisconsin data
probably reflect the large influx of Germans in the middle of the last
century and the subsequent slowing up of their migration as well as
deaths among them. Michigan, on the other hand, having been
settled somewhat earlier, contained relatively few foreigners in 1850.
The subsequent development of lumbering and mining, and later
of furniture and automobile manufacture, appears, however, to have
attracted a considerable foreign element since about 1870.

Similar comparisons could profitably be made for other States, but
they would go outside the limits of this monograph.+

The third deduction to be derived from this set of data is the
relative inertia of the second generation of the foreign stock, as shown
by the close correspondence in the various regions between the pro-
portion of foreign-born white and of native white of foreign or
mixed parentage to the total population.

Tables 12 and 13 show that, as regards both absolute and relative
magnitude, the ranking of the geographic divisions in respect to their
foreign-born white population is very similar to that in respect to
their native-born white population of foreign or mixed parentage.
Both the immigrants and their children appear to be thickly settled
in the North, Bast, and far West and sparsely settled in the South
and Southwest. There is no evidence that the sons and daughters
of the immigrants push very far beyond the regions into which their
parents have come.

Moreover, in so far as there is an absence of correspondence between
the density, or ratio of population to area, of foreign horn and native
born of foreign or mixed parentage, it seems to indicate a movement
toward those areas adjacent to those most thickly settled by the
foreign born. In other words, so far as may be inferred from this
material, the immigrants’ children remain in the same section of the
country as their parents, or one adjoining it.

# Tha writer is indebted to Prof. A. P, Usher and Prof, F. Merk, of Harvard University, and Prof. Horace
Beerist, of Nortliwestern University, for valuable suggestions in this portion of the monograph,
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Thus, on the average, 6 out of every 10 persons in New England
are immigrants or their children, and, in the State of Rhode Island,
about 7 out of every 10 inhabitants are of this class. In strong
contrast stand the Southern States, with the immigrants and their
children making up only 3 in 100 in the East South Central group,
and 6 in 100 in the South Atlantic group. It is obvious that the
immigrant question affects the two regions very differently. In the
former, such problems as ““ Americanization,”” naturalization, division
of loysalties, and discontinuity of tradition must tax to the limit the
assimilative capacities of the population concerned. On the other
hand, the relatively few foreign born found in the South are probably
absorbed rapidly and easily by the overwhelming majority of native
Americans.

One further observation should be made in this connection. It
must never be forgotten that only the immigrant and his children

are counted as foreign white stock in this study. Consequently, the

New England States and—in only slighter degree—the Middle
Atlantic States undoubtedly are faced with the necessity of absorbing
an even larger infusion of foreign elements than these data suggest,
since some traces of foreign language, allegiance, and point of view
will usuelly be found in the third-generation immigrant.

2. URBAN AND RURAL DISTRIBUTION OF FOREIGN STOCK

It is clear from the foregoing that examination of the territorial
distribution of the immigrant elements on the basis merely of the
geographic units of the country leaves very much to be conjectured,
for the character of the area covered in each region shows the widest
variation. It is therefore necessary to analyze the dispersion of the
immigrant population with reference to the type as well as the location
of the territory in which it is found.

Perhaps the most obvious means of differentiating various regions
is their classification as “urban” and “rural areas.® Turthermore,
one of the most striking features concerning the distribution of the
immigrant stock is associated with this same distinction between
urban and nonurban territory.

Tables 14, 15, and 16 show the situation regarding the distribution
of the foreign stock in urban and rural areas in 1920, while Tables 17,
18, and 19 compare this situation with previous census years.

The first group of tables points to three significant conclusions,
namely, the preponderance of the foreign stock in urban areas; the
slight disparity between first and second generation foreigners, as

® As defined by the census, urban territory includes all incorporated places of 2,500 inhabitants or more,
and, in Mussuchusetts, Rhode Island, and New Hampshire, all towns of that size; all other territory is
dassed as rural. It should ho noted that this classifieation puts under the same heading fairly densely
populated towns and villages and sparsely populated open country. In other words, the ‘“rural” areas
under this basis of comparison are not uniformly of the character that their name implies,

¥ peeme
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between urban and rural areas; and the approximate correspondency
between the size of an urban area and the percentage of Toreign stock
within if.

; —Nouser anp Por CenT DIsTRIBUTION oF NATIVD AND Fopg
Tanis 14 Waite Srock, ¥oR URBAN AND RURAL Aruas: 1920 108

PER CENT OF
NUMBER TOTAL PER Ny
POPULATION || DYSTRIBUTION
CLABS OF POPULATION

—

Rural

Totdl poptlation——......- S 54,304,603 | 51,400,007 || 5.4 | 8.6 1000 sy

4
WHItE. - oeome oo e mm e 50, 020, 08¢ | 44, 200, 831 B340 46,61 32| g
fve whits of nativo parentag 94,560,720 | 33,805,238 || 420 | 80| 45| o
e o stock - oo | aoosams | 10mn a0 || Tie| wmd| dea| 9

Urban Rural Urban | Rural || Urban

>

Forelgn-born white..._..............| 10,306,083 | 3,365,771 7.5 205 11| B3
Native white of foreign or mixed . )
PAIEOtAED . meeeeeermmamnemnea o ne 15,706,872 | 6,970,832 || 60.2| 30.8] 90| me

The first of these generalizations is based chiefly upon Table 14,
which shows that 71.6 per cent of the entire foreign white stock is in
urban communities, and, further, that this population group is 48 per
cent of the total population in such communities as against only 20.1
per cent in the rural areas. It is clear that—at least in the present
generation—the immigrant is settled most heavily in the cities.

It is true that, in one sense, the figures for urban and rural areas
are not strictly comparable, for the rural population contains only
86 per cent white persons as compared with 93.2 per cent for the
urban population., Nevertheless, even if only the white population
were considered, the immigrant stock would still be of far greater
relative importance in the city than in the country.

The second deduction is not quite so obvious. There is, in one
sense, & correspondence hetween the proportion of both first and
second generation foreigners in urban and rural aress, inasmuch
as both are more numerous in the cities than in the country. Never-
theless, closer examination of the data brings out a disparity—
slight, but well-marked—between the two component elements of
the foreign white stock. Thus, only 24.5 per cent of the foreign-
born white are resident in Tural regions, whereas 30.8 per cent of
the native born of foreign or mixed parentage are to be found there.

Until additional data can be brought to bear on this point, the
cause for this disparity must rest on conjecture, It is probably dus
mainly to the presence, in the rural areas, of sons and daughers
of an earlier generation of immigrants who settled on the land mors
numerously than is the case at present, but may be due also, to the

moving out from city to country of sons and daughters of later
Immigrants,
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The third characteristic of the urban and rural distribution of
the immigrant stock is the rough correspondence between the size
of an urban area and the density of its immigrant population. This
relation is brought out in Tables 15 and 16.

TaBLE 15.—NuMBeR aND PER CENT OF NATIVE AND FomreieN WHiTE STOCK,
roR DirrerENT Crasses oF Urean ComumuniTiEs: 1920

POPULATION IN PLACES OF—

CLASS OF POPULATION 2,600 to 25,000 25,000 to 100,000
Number Per cent Number Per cent
Total population. oo oo creeaaennn 16, 534, 489 100.0 10, 340, 788 100.0
White  oreemerecccmcrccmmccm ———— 15,353,913 92.9 9, 594, 234 02,8
Native white of native purentage - 9, 602, 088 58,1 5,102, 250 49,3
Foreign white stock. ... . 5,751,825 34.8 4,401,084 43. 4
Foreign-horn white. . ....orooaimaamoanan 2,065,482 12,56 1, 746, 599 16.9

Nutive white of foreign or mixed parentage 3, 086,343 22,3 2: 745: 385 26. 6

POPULATION IN PLACES OF—

CLASS OF POPULATION 100,000 to 500,000 500,000 and over

Number Per cent Number Per cent
Total population. ..o 11, 060, 025 100.0 186, 369,301 100.0
White 10,073,616 1.1 15, 598,322 05.3
Native white of native parents 5, 056, 685 45,7 4,795,706 2.3
Foreign white stock.,. 5,016, 930 45, 4 10, 802, 610 60,0
Foreign-born white . 1, 900, 08 17.2 4,043,913 8.4

Native white of foreign or mixed parentage 3,115, 041 28,2 6,158,703 38

When the several urban areas are grouped according to size, it
appears that, in general, the larger the city, the greater the relative
number of immigrants and their children within it. Thus, the
population of cities of from 2,500 to 25,000 contains 34.8 per cent of
foreign white stock; that of cities of from 25,000 to 100,000 contains
43.4 per cent; that of cities of from 100,000 to 500,000 contains
45.4 per cent; while that of cities of 500,000 and over contains 66
per cent. From this it would seem that the immigrant not only
prefers the city to the country, but also the large city, and the
larger the better.

Table 16 shows, however, that the case is not so simple; for, when
the 25 principal cities of the country are arrayed according to size,
there is no clear correlation with the percentage of either foreign
born or native born of foreign or mixed parentage. Thus, Seattle,
which ranks twentieth according to population, is eighth according
to percentage of foreign born, and fifteenth according to percentage of
foreign white stock. Again, Boston, which ranks seventh according
to population, is second according to percentage both of foreign born

P



24 IMMIGRARTS AND THEIR CHILDREN

and of foreign white stock. It is apparent that the more general
geographic and economic factors described in the preceding section
act as alternative distributing agencies. It may, indeed, be that the
largest cities happen to be in the regions in which, for other reasons,
the immigrants congregate,

Nevertheless, it remains true that, whatever causative factors
are at work, the largest cities tend to draw the largest proportions of
immigrants. The bearing of this fact upon the problefms associated
with the politicsl and sociallife of large cities is so obvious as not to
require further elucidation.

Tasre 16.~Per CeENT oF NaTive Axp Forbrioy Warre Stock Ny Toran
Porvramion, ror 25 Princrean Croims: 1920

TOTAL POPULATION >
BY RATIVITY WHITE POPULATION BY NATIVITY AND PARENTAGE
Poreign white stock
m F th:?ve[ Nati
: ‘oreign white o ative
Native bora native Toreign- | white of
parentage Total born forcign or
white mixed

narentage
New York, N. ¥oeemvencnen, 63.9 0.3 20.7 76. 4 35,4 41,0
Cysienpn, .., 70.1 209 2.8 720 29,8 42,2
Fhifadelphia, Pa 78.0 220 38.3 54,2 21,8 32.4
Dietzolt, Mich 70.7 2.3 2L4 64,2 20.1 3.1
Claveland, Ohio 69,9 30.1 26,6 69.0 30.1 389
Bt. Louly, Mop. .. £6.6 134 46.5 44.4 13,4 3L0
Bouton, Masy _. 7.6 32,4 24.3 73.3 3L9 41,4
Bafuitoare, Md 88,4 1.6 8.6 33.8 1.4 2.2
Fittatnurgh, Py... 79,5 0.5 36.8 56.7 20.4 36.3
Lag Angeles, Calif. . 7 " 8.8 212 51,1 43.8 19.4 6.3
Butfalo, N. Y. [P o 24,0 32,6 66,5 2.0 42.5
Sun Francisey, Culif.. . 0.6 204 33,0 03.7 2.7 36.0
Mi watikiee, Wig. 758 24,1 28,6 70.9 4.1 46.8
W ushington, 1, 93.3 8.7 .7 2.0 8,5 13.4
Newuek, N, J. .. 716 284 27.4 68. 5 8.2 4.2
Cineiyngtl, (b, 80.3 0.7 8L.6 41,0 10.7 -80.3
New Orisans, Lo, V2.9 7.1 40,2 2.6 8.7 17.9
Minnepolis, Minn 76.8 2.2 35.0 63.0 23,1 0.8
Kansns ( ;}y, M. LS 84 4.6 26.0 8.4 17.6
Beattle, Wash. ... 07T k8] 25,7 4.3 5.7 23,4 28.2
.8 5.4 09,8 10.1 5.4 18.7
4.4 25,6 29.2 8.1 25.8 42.6
g1 @ owl E &

", ), 8 A 45.2 18,2 7.
Ihmver, { | 85.1 14.8 5.4 40.9 4.7 26,8

The second group of tubles, namely, those making a chronological
comparison of the proportions of native and foreign population,
brings ot two tendencies.  First, there is no sign of a general increase
m the lmportance of immigrant stock in urban areas. Second, in
the 25 principal cities, there has been g marked decrease in the pro-
portion of the foreign-horn white population, accompanied by a

notable inereage in the Proportion of native white of foreign or mixed
parentage,
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Taprs 17.—Per CEnt oF NaTive anp Foreiey Warre Stock 18 URBAN AND
Rurar Communrries: 1920, 1910, anp 1900

URBAN RUERAY
CLABS OF POPULATION
1920 1910 1900 1920 1910 1900

Total population_ . .cocemmeneeooran 100.0 100.0 100, 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0
White 93.2 93. 4 93.2 86.0 85,0 84.4
Native white of native parentage 45.2 41,8 40. 0 65,9 6L 0 63.1
Foreign white stock ... - 48.0 5.6 53. 2 20.1 2L 1 21,3
Foreign-born white. ... 10.1 22.6 22,2 6.5 7.9 7.6

Native white of foreign or mixed
parentage, 28.9 29,0 3L0 13.6 13.4 13.7

Table 17 brings out the first of these two points. Between 1900
and 1920 the foreign white stock has declined from 53.2 per cent to
48 per cent of the total urban population, a considerably heavier
decline, be it noted, than that shown for the rural sections, namely,
from 21.3 per cent to 20.1 per cent. Further analysis of the table
shows that this decrease has characterized both the foreign born
and the natives of foreign or mixed parentage. It is true that the
comparison runs back over a relatively short period,” and, to the
extent that this is so, this generalization is of limited significance.
The fact, however, that Table 18 shows an analogous decrease of
the foreign born in the 25 principal cities over an even longer period,
1860-1920, seems to justify the inference that, for a considerable
period, there has been at least no increase in the per cent of foreign
stock residing in urban areas, and probably a decrease.

The second generalization concerns the foreign stock in the 25
largest cities of the United States.

As just pointed out, Table 18 shows clearly that there has been a
steady and general decrease in the proportion of foreign born in the
principal cities of the country since 1860. Turthermore, as stated
above, it is at least probable that this same decrease has occurred
in the urban districts as a whole. It should be observed, however,
that this decrease has not taken place at a uniform rate. TFor
example, the foreign born in New Orleans have declined from 38.3
per cent in 1860 to 7.1 per cent in 1920, while in Boston they have
decreased only from 35.9 per cent in 1860 to 32.4 per cent in 1920.
There does not appear to be any general principle behind this unequal
shrinkage of the urban foreign born, although a possible one is sug-
gested by the fact noted above that there seems to be at the present
time a greater accumulation of foreign born in the seacoast cities of
the Iast and North than elsewhere. '

¥ Approximately comparable figures for 1890 indicate a similar tendency between 1890 and 1900. See
Thirtecnth Census Reports (1010), Vol, I, p. 184 -

e "
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" 18.~Per Cenr of Narive ANp FonereN Bomn v Torar PoruLs-
Tans 18 110N, For 25 Princrean Crries: 1860-1920

PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION NATIVE
iy
1920 1916 1900 1890 1880 180 | 1s6
e Yok, N. Y a0l sl a0 612 63.0 57.9 645
g s w1l etil 64|  &@0] 53|  sL6| 00
Philadelphis, Pu. wo| | el M3 7.9 28| 700
Betroit, Mich. .. 0.7 662 66.2 60.3 60.8 55.5 53.2
Cleveland, OBo._....-..-. JON 69.9 6.0 6.4 2.8 02,9 53.2 5.2
it Lowis, M. £6.6 sLo| 806 4.0 70.0 03.9 40,2
O e Pog N oersl el oseal|  euv|  em4)  eie| e
Ealtimome, Md.. T se4 86,1 80.5 841 83,1 78,9 75,3
Pirtsliurgh, Pa_ NN 73,6 74,5 711 72.8 69,0 65,3
Los Ampeles, Callf 1T wel 3] 805 47 7.3 650 |l
Baffulo, 70.0 20| 0.4 65.0 67.0 60.7 3,0
Fun Francico, oqoal  enel| esel| srel|  mal  s0r] 40
Milwaukes, Wis... - 7.9 70.2 08.8 61,1 60.1 52,7 49,5
o e BT I I A
Pewartk, N J oo . 3 . 5 70. 3 3
Cingdnnstl, OBl o caanes BY.3 84,4 82.2 75,9 7.9 03.2 54,3
New Origans, La. - @01 oLs{ 804 85.8 81,0 4.7 017
Minmeapolis, Ming 70.8 7.4 69,9 63,2 63,0 .
Kansus (iy, Mo 1oeusy s £8.8 84,3 83.3
Hoattie, Wabhom o e e i 74.3 716 72,7 12275 N .
Indimm&pﬂ]m, Ind - .6 a5 80.9 86,3 83.2 V(8 .
Jersey Cily, N 1 74 70.9 L7 67.3 0.5 oi.4 0.8
Rachester, N. - 75,9 72.98 74,9 70.3 70.2 66.0 60.8
Partland, Oreg 4 sy 7] 74 2.7 64,1 S
Denver, Colo. 1oma BL4| 81 76.1 75,6 76,1 |22
PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION FOREIGN BORN
ey
1920 1910 1900 1890 1880 1870 | 1860
New Yok, N Y eremvimeeen 86.1 40.8 87.0 38,8 37.0 42.1 45.5
Chicagn, T .70 29| 3wl el 40| 7| 4| w0
Thiladelphia, Pa. 22,0 4.8 22,8 25.7 24,1 2.2 W0
Detroit, Mich. . 2.3 3.8 B8 39,7 39,2 a5 48,8
teveland, Ohio, ... e 0.1 35.0 2.6 37.2 87.1 41.8 44.8
Bt Tamie, MO o eenenas R 13.4 18,4 1
Boston, Mass... 924 ws| B4 o] o %6
Baltimire, Md. 11,8 13.9 13.5 15.9 16,9 21,1 2.7
itterargh, Pa. . 05| 84| 255 8.9 o72|  ano}  B47
Lon Avgeles, Catil .77 7" - 2.2 2.7 18,5 25.3 28,7 ) -
Buffalo, N. ¥........ [ 24.0 3
Han Frantisen, Call 204 %? %g-? igg iig
Milwsarkes, Wis., 241 2.8 3.2 38,0 30.9
Washington, D, € 6.7 7.5 7.2 81 9.6
Newark, N. Jo...... N 26,4 e 2.0 30,5 2.5
Cineinnat, OO oo 8.7 156] 178 2.1 2.1
M inrmmz‘(glis.’ Minq, 2{1 2 22 % %?) (13 %&43 g e
Kansas City, Mo. B51 108 12| 15 %
Benttle, Wash.. [T 27| w4l wal aral 17
lig, Ingd.... 54 8.5
N.J. 2.0 20.1 }zgf% :33 égig
tanel, Crog nl 2.1 2.1 25,7 25,8
Twenver, Colo.. o s Be a8 3.0 3.1
" o d 3 242 5 { I P,
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TapLe 19.—Per CenT oF Narive Wurre AND ForREIGN WHITE STOCK IN
Toran Porurarion, For 25 Princiean Crries: 1890-1920

PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION

CIry Native white of native parentage Total foreign white stock

1920 1910 1500 1590 1920 1510 1900 1889

New York, N. Y. ....uc.. 20, 19.3 215 21,2 76. 4 78.6 70.6 7.2
Chicago, Hl.__.. 23.8 20,4 20.9 20.3 72.0 7.5 7.3 78. 4
Philadelphia, Pa. 38.3 3.7 40.3 30. 6 4.2 56.8 8.7 56. 6
Detroit, Mich.___ 316 4.7 2.5 20,8 6L 2 74.0 1 7.5
Clevelend, Ohio______________ 26.6 23.6 23,0 23.6 60. 0 4.8 76,4 75.2
Bt. Lonis, MoO.ccwrveainronnn. 46.5 39.3 32.9 26.3 44. 4 54.2 60.9 67.7
Boston, Mass. . 24,3 2.5 20.1 30.3 73.3 74.2 7.7 67.8
Baltimore, Md.. [] 46. 8 46, 4 43.0 33.6 37.9 38.0 41.6
Pittsburgh, Pa.. 36.8 33.0 326 3L0 56.7 62.2 62.8 65.90
Los Anpgeles, Calif...._...._.. 5L1 53,2 52.8 49, 2 43.8 42,4 43.0 4.5
Buffalo, N, Y. 32.6 28.2 25,8 22,2 6.5 7L.3 3.7 77.8
San Francisco, Calif. 3.0 2.7 244 20.8 63.7 68.3 70.5 60.8
Milwaukes, Wis___ 28,6 211 17.0 13.3 70.9 78.6 82.7 86.5
Washington, ). C 54.7 50.4 48.1 48,6 20,0 21,0 20.6 20.6
Newark, No Jo v omccaercvnnn 27.4 27.3 20,1 30.7 68.5 69,9 8.1 67.0
Cincinnati, Ollo-«ceuonenvn-. 51,5 42.6 34,9 271 41.0 52,0 60,7 69.0
New Orleans, La. . 44, 2 43.5 35. 9 20.1 24.0 30.1 36.8 44,2
Minneapolis, Minn. 35,0 3.9 30,2 32,7 63,9 67.2 09.0 40. 4
Knnsas City, Mo._ 64.5 61.9 57.6 55,0 26.0 28.6 3.6 34.6
Seattle, Wash oo 44.3 44.6 481 45.7 5L7 5L 4 47.1 52,5
Indianapolis, Ind____.________ 6. 8 645 57.8 54,1 19.1 26.2 32.8 37.3
Jersey Clity, N. J__ 20. 2 2.0 7.7 25. 8 68.1 9.8 70.4 73.1
Rochester, N, Y. 37.9 34.2 82.3 20,8 616 65,4 67.3 69.7
Portland, Oreg.. 53,7 50.3 42,2 40. 2 45.2 45,7 46.9 48.0
Denver, Colo, 56,4 50,1 40,9 511 40.9 46,9 40.9 45.1

Foreign-born white Native white of foreign or mixed

parentage
cIry
1820 1910 1600 1830 1920 1610 1860 1890
New York, N. Y. ... .. 35.4 40.4 36.7 38,7 41.0 28.2 39.9 38.5
Chicago, Dl..... 20,8 35.7 34. 5 40. 9 42.2 41,8 42,8 37.5
Philadelplis, Pa. . 2L.8 24.7 2.7 23,6 32.4 32.1 32,0 80.9
Detroil, Mich_. 20,1 33.6 33.6 39,3 35,1 40.4 43.5 34.2
Cleveland, Ohfoo._......... 30.1 3.9 32.6 3t 38.9 39.9 42,8 38.2
St. Louis, Mo..coaeo .. 13.4 18,8 19.3 25. 4 310 35.9 41.6 42.4
Boston, Mass. 319 35,9 .8 349 41. 4 383 36.9 32.9
Baltimore, Md_. 11.4 13.8 13.3 15.8 22.2 24,1 246 25.8
Pittshurgh, Pa... 20,4 26,3 25. 4 28,9 30.3 35.9 37.4 37.1
Los Angeles, Calif ... ... 16. 4 19.0 17.8 2.5 24.3 23.4 25,5 23.0
Iiuffz;](), N.Y..... S 24.0 28.0 20.5 34.9 42,5 43.3 44.2 42.5
San Francisco, Colif 2.7 314 30,4 33.9 36.0 30.9 40,3 358
Milwankee, Wis__ 24.1 29,8 312 38.9 46.8 48,8 5L & 47.6
Washingten, D, C 6.5 7.4 7.0 8.0 13.4 13.6 13.6 12.5
Newark, N T 28,2 3L8 8.9 30.5 40.2 381 39.2 36.5
Cincinnati, Ohdo__.._...._.. 10.7 15.6 17.8 24,0 30.3 86.4 42.9 45,0
New Orleans, La. 6.7 8.2 10.3 14.0 17.9 2L9 20,5 30,2
Minneapalis, Minn. 2.1 2.5 30.1 36.7 40.8 38.7 28.9 20.7
Kansas City, Mo. 8.4 10.2 11.2 15,5 17.6 18.4 20.4 16.0
Heattle, Wash_ . 2.4 25.8 2.1 20,7 28.2 25,8 24.0 2L8
Indianapolis, Ind. 5.4 8.5 10,1 13.7 13.7 w7 22.7 23.6
Jersey City, N, J 255 20,0 28,2 32.0 42,6 40.7 42.2 40, 5
Rochestor, N. Y. 24,1 0.0 25.0 29.7 37.5 38.4 42.3 40.1
Portland, Oreg 18,2 2.1 10.6 27.7 27.0 4.6 27.3 2L2
Denver, Colo. . 14.7 18,2 18,6 22,9 28.3 8.7 28,3 22.2
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Tuble 19 serves to show that the children of the foreign born, con-
trary 1o the tendency exhibited by them in urban areas in general,
have increased their relative importance in the 25 principal cities,
1t should be observed that the period cox.resred is only 30 years, as
against 60 years in Table 18. Further, as in the case of thg def.zrease
of the foreign born in these cities, there is a m@rked inequality in the
rate of increase among the native white of foreign or mixed parentage.
In fuct, 10 out of the 25 cities show decreases, some of considerable
amounts; thus, in Cineinnati, this group has dropped from 45 per
cent of the total population in 1890 to 30.3 per cent in 1920. On the
other hand, the sons and daughters of immigrants have assumed such
large proportions in Boston and Newark as to offset the decrease in
the percentage of foreign born and thus to make the percentage of
total foreign white stock in 1920 actually greater than in 1890,

In the face of such mixed data any generalization is very difficult,
It may, however, be pointed out that, as shown above,?® there has
been an incresse in the proportion of the sons and daughters of
immigrants in the total population as a result of the accumulated
effeets of the birth rate imputable to successive groups of immigrants.
It seems probable that the tendency of the immigrants to congregate
in the larger cities has thus led to an undue accentuation of the effect
of these second generation foreigners in such cities. It may also
be that thoese children of immigrants who have reached maturity, in
common with many of their fellow citizens of native stock, have
migrated to certain of the larger cities for economic and social
reasons.”

It should be observed that the tendencies revealed by Tables 17,
18, and 19 are contrary to the widely held assumption on the part of
meany students of the immigrant problem, namely, that the so-called
“new’” immigrant is a more significant factor in urban life than was
the “old” immigrant in former generations.

3. DIBSTRIBUTION OF FOREIGN ETOCK ACCORDING TO TERRITORIAL
CHARACTERISTICS

The first two sections of this chapter have made it clear that
multiplicity of causative factorslies behind the territorial distribution
of immigrant stock. Some of these factors, namely, economic devel-
opment and urbanization, have been suggested. It is plain, however,
that other agencies than these must have been operative in the
movement of this portion of the population. It is therefore necessary
Turther to classify the various areas of the country and to relate the
foreign stock to the several categories of territory resulting,

& (L. supra, Ch. XL, Tables 1 and 2, ! Of. Rossiter, op. eit., Ch, X,
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Among the many possible types of territorial cheracteristics that
might be chosen seven have been selected for this purpose: (1)
Location of ports of entry; (2) urbanization; (3) rate of population
growth; (4) total population density; (5) proportion of negro popu-
lation; (6) industrial development; and (7) the number of years’
residence in the United States of the foreign-born white. In greater
or less degree, all seven appear to bear some relation to the problem
under consideration. Tables 20 to 26, and 138 to 146, inclusive,
present these various comparisons,

The first territorial characteristic with reference to which the dis-
tribution of foreign stock is tabulated is the location of ports of entry.

Table 20, showing the numbers of immigrants admitted into the
United States by decades, for the principal ports of entry, suggests
that at least some relationship exists between the place where the
immigrant lands in Ameriea and the region in which he settles. Thus,
the three principal ports of the Northern and Eastern States, namely,
New York, Boston (including Charlestown), and Philadelphia, have
for the past 100 years received from three-fourths to nine-tenths of
the total immigration to this country; and, as pointed out previously,
1t is these same Northern and Rastern States, in which these ports
are located, that now contain the larger portion of foreign stock.
Again, Sun Francisco has ranked as one of the most important ports
of entry since 1850, and the Pacific States and the Mountain States,
adjacent to it, have, as already seen, ranked consistently high in
fureign stoek during the same period. Hence, the table suggests that
both the Pacific and Atlantic Seaboard States owe their relatively
Yarge foreion populations, in part, 1o a steadily accumulating residue
of those who, through lack of resources op initiative, or through the
attraction of immediate opportunity, have never penetrated very far
beyond the eities in which they first landed from abroad.

On the other hand, it must he remembered that the East and West
North Central States, with no seaports at all, have consistently
ranked fuirly high in foreign-born population, so that it is obvious
that, for many imwigrants, the great seaboard cities have served only
a8 “way-stations” in the course of migration toward the interior of
the country.

A seeond basis of comparison is urbanization, which is covered in
Tables 21, 22, and 138 1o 140,

As might be expected after consideration of the data concerning
the percentage of immigrant stock in urban areas, these tables show
a pretty general correspondence hetween the degree of urbanization
of the several divisions and States and the proportion of foreign stock
inthem. There is one respect in which this correspondence is particu-
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larly close, namely, that obtaining between the proportion, in a _given
area, of the total population dwelling in cities and the proportion of

immigrant stock.

TasLe 21.—Urpantzarion oF NaTIVE anp Foreien WHITE STOCK, FOR
.

Grosnaraic Div

1510N8: 1920

GEOGEAPHIC DIVISION

URBANIZATION
Total population Urban population
: Per
Number Per cent Number cont

United States.

-New England. .

Middle Atlantic.
Bast North Centr,

104, 710, 620 100.0 54, 304, 603 5. 4

7, 400, 409 100.0 5, 865, 073 70.2
22, 231, 144 100.0 16, 672, 595 74.9
21,475, 543 100.0 13,049, 272 60.8

West North € 12, 544, 240 100.0 4,727, 372 37.7
South Atlantie._... 13, 980, 272 100.0 4,338, 792 3L0
East South Central 8§, 843, 307 100.0 1, 044, 207 22,4
West South Central._. 10, 242, 224 100.0 2,970, 820 29,0
Mountain. ... 3, 336,101 1000 1, 214, 950 36. 4
Pacific 5, 566, 871 100.0 3,471, 453 62.4

PER CENT

GEOGEAFHIC DIVISION

Toreign white stoek

Native white .
of uﬂttive Forsien N ?tf;xve‘white
nareniags oreign-born | of foreign or
k ¢ Total . white mixed
parontage
In In In In In In In In

total | urhan
%\Upll- pnpu.
ation | lation

total | urban || total | wrban | total |urban
opu- | popu- opu- | popu- | popu- | popu-
ation | lation || lation | lation | lation | lation

United Stotes. . oooovmeimiannnn.

New England o aee e
Middle Atlantic. .o oo s
East North Central..__. ...
West North Central. oo
Sonth Atluntic. ...l
Bast South Central o ...
West Sonth Central. oomvnananaeae
MOUBLAIN - oo e s
PACHIC e e e

55.3 45.2 34,4 48.0 13,0 19.1 2.5 28.9
37.9 318 61.0 66.9 26.3 28.0 35.7 8.9
43,3 35.8 64,0 6.0 22,1 25.4 3.9 85,5
5.9 45.8 42.6 50,7 15.0 10.2 .9 31§
&9. 6 55. 6 497.9 30.5 10,9 12.8 26.9 2.0
02,8 50.0 6.2 4.6 2.3 5.1 4.0 95
(8.5 61.7 3.1 9.6 0.8 2.4 2.3 7.2
68,0 64.1 11,3 17.6 4.5 7.4 6.8 10.2
60.0 51.2 86,3 40.8 186 14.9 22.9 25.9
51.9 49.7 4.3 46.9 18.6 10.7 25.7 21.2

Table 22 shows that each group of States ranks the same in these
two respects excepting the West South Central and South Atlantie
groups, and these vary by only one step in the scale. Such data as
this, together with that collated in the table immediately preceding,
point to the conclusion that, whatever its cause, there is a tendency
Jor the immigrant stock to settle more heavily than elsewhere in urbanized

reqions,
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TapLe 22.—~RANE oF GEogrAPHIC Divisions Ac-
corping 1o PER CENT o¥ PorunatioN Unsaw_
anp Pen Cent or PorurarTioN oF FOREIGN
Wurs Srock: 1920

RANK ACCORDING TO—
.
GEOGRAPRIC DIVISION Per cent of {]’gr lgfantti;u!g
poputation orpforeign
urban | white stock
New England. ... ocveronneoimonnas 1 1
Middle Atlantie. ... 2 2
East North Central. . 4 4
West Nurth Central. . 5 B
South Atuntie.. ... 7 8
East Bouth Central. Q 9
West South Central 8 7
Mountain 0 6
Pacifle. ... . 3 3

The foregoing generalization must not be pushed so far as to take
urbanization as the decisive factor in determining the regions in
which the immigrant and his children will settle. If sueh were the
case, Tables 139 and 140 would be likely to show a higher correla-
tinn between concentration in moderately large and very large cities
than they do. In fact, as will become abundantly clear from the
concluding section of this chapter, the distribution of the foreign
born and their offspring is a factor with so many functions, that it
is impossible to assign, cither by mathematical caleulation or logical
deduction, & primacy of influence to any one of them.

A third basis for classifying the regions in which immigrants are
found is the rate of population growth in that region. The figures

relevant to this phase of the study are contained in Tables 23 and
141 to 143,

TapLe 28.—~Rare or GrowTn, 1000~1920, a¥p PEr Cunt oF NATIVE AND

}-‘ofmn;iw(‘r)}’k’mmc Brock 18 Toran PorursTion, ror GEoariPmic DIvi-
slungs: 102

=
i
i PER CENT O PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION
INCREASE:
1900
900-1920 Porelgn white stock
GEQGRAVRE DIVIMIGN - Native
white of Native
I’Y ;0:1?1 ;;rb%n nntizro Dotal Foreign- | Shite of
wopula- ulae aren SR i
tion t‘i)xm1 Rarentuge ot born white {ogﬁgdor
parentage
Trnited Staten. . ma 8.7 558 344 13.0 2.6
Wew England T Tma 4.7 a9
7 b ; 32,7 . . 6.0 25.3 35.7
Y 4t 4.0 .
Easd Morth Conten) .3 gg'? gg ﬁg ?%(1) g}?g
West Norh Cemtrnl 1.9 0.4 0.6 379 10,9 26,9
fratt Atlntic - i 9.3 6.8 0.2 23 4.0
1 Hoith Cent 58 7.3 & & 31 0.8 2.3
%g }2142 ‘33‘3 11.3 4.5 6.8
.2 ) . 36.3 13,6 2.7
130, 4 209.3 5L g 44.3 18,6 25.7
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The interval between 1900 and 1920 has been selected as that in
which to measure the rate of growth, partly to guard against the
war-time abnormalities of the period 1910-1920, and partly to pro-
vide for the ‘“lag” that ordinarily exists between causes and con-
sequences in social phenomena of such large proportions as those
comprehended in this comparison.

The tables show a very slight correspondence between the two sets
of date. IExamination of the figures for separate States, in Table 141,
suggests, however, a slight tendency for States showing small popu-
lation increases to show also low percentages of both foreign born and
native born of foreign or mixed parentage.!®

The fourth standard of comparison is that of population density
and yields somewhat more positive results than the one just described.
Table 24 covers the data for the major geographic divisions, while
Table 144 covers the separate States. It is obvious from the former
that New England and the Middle Atlantic States lead both in
population density and in percentage of foreign white stock.

For the other sections, however, there is no correspondence in these
two features. Moreover, examination of the individual States, as
shown in Table 144, makes it clear that, except in the New England
ares, there is no significant correlation between the States as a whole.

The causes for this apparently contradictory result are not far to
seek. Population density may betoken urbanized industrialization
or relatively intensive agriculture. In New England and the Middle
Atlantic division the former is generally the case; consequently, the
immigrant population, which has already been seen to be associated
with urbanization, is also found to bear a certain degree of relation-
ship to population density. On the other hand, in the West and
South, whatever degree of population density exists is usually indica-
tive of relatively intensive agricultural development, while in the
remaining areas one or the other phenomenon may be signified. Inas-
much as the immigrants have been found to be thinly settled in the
rural regions where agriculture is carried on, it is not to be expected

1 Comparison between the proportion of foreign-horn white stock and the absolute growth of the various
Btates was also made during the preparation of this monograph, but resulted just ss negatively as did that
based on rate of growth; Table 142 contains the results of the computation, and shows the following non-
significant coefficients:

Clags of population Total Urban
Native white of native parentage....o...... —. 148,004 | — 0924 (0960
Foreign whitestock. ... 0. 10 0T . 064, 006 | 4. 121k, 095
Foreign-horn white_______....____..__.7. 4. 0684=. (08 - 007, 085
Native white, foreign or mixed parentage.| . 0582, 008 -+, 1104, 095
Negro and foreign white stock combined . ___| . 193=%. 003 4. 1502k, 004

43381°—27——4
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that o continuation of the comperison outside the New England and
Middle Atlantic States would show any but negative results.

Another disturbing factor is the presence of a large negro popula-
tion in the Southern States.

Typee 24.—PopuLaTion Density pER Square MIine anp Prr Cent or
Narve anp Fompiey WHITE Stock 1N Toran PorunarionN, rorR Gro-
araraic Divisions: 1920

PEIL CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION
P orel i
Population Foreign white stock
GEOGRAVHIC DIVISION pnregs{}!%n Native
mfﬁe white of Native
native TForeign- | white of
purentage Total born foreign or
white mixed
parentage
United BLSteS. - vewocvan- . 35.5 55.3 © 344 13.0 215
Wew Fogland . .. - 119.4 an9 61.0 25.3 35.7
Middle stlantic. .. . 222.6 43,3 §4.0 22,1 31,9
East Worth COpntral. .. - 87.5 4.9 42,6 15,0 27.6
Wegt North Central.. . 246 59,8 37.9 10.9 26,9
EBouth Adantie. ... 52.0 62.8 6.2 2.3 4,0
Pt & o 49,5 68,5 3.1 0.8 2,3
West Routh Central 23,8 68.0 11,3 4.5 6,8
Mountain, ... - 3.0 60.0 36.3 13.4 22.7
Facitie 17,5 519 44.3 18.6 25.7

The proportion of negro population in a given ares constitutes the
Jifth basis of comparison. Tables 25 and 145 provide the material
for its consideration. How cffectively a large negro population acts
as 8 barrier to the immigrant and his children is clearly shown in
Table 25. The contrast is particularly striking in these regions,
such as the South Atlantic, East South Central, and West South
Central States, which are at the top of the list in percentage of negro
population and at the bottom of the list in percentage of foreign
white stock, The evidence is even more striking when individual
States aze studied, as in Table 145,

Many causes might be adduced for this feature of American popu-
lation distribution. The retarded industrial development of the
Svuthern States has probably operated to make the demand for the
foreigner’s labor power less urgent than in other regions. The
paucity of through transportation routes in a southerly direction
from the great purts of entry may also have played its part. In both
these espects, it would be, the South as such, and not as the seat of &
large negro population, that failed to attract the immigrant. Yet,
there must be a closer relationship of this failure with the pres-
ence of the negro in that region. Otherwise, such regions as the
Northwest, which are also imperfectly industrialized and are—or
W’(‘!‘E%»&t}(?ﬂ%ﬁ as difficult of access as the South, would be as sparsely
settled with foreign stock as the South, which is, of course, not the case.
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TapLe 25.—Prr Cent or Neero PorurarioN axp Pr CENT oF NaTIvE
anD Forerey Wnite Stock 1N Toran PoruLarion, Por Guograpric Divi-
sIoNs: 1920

FER CENT OF TOTAL POFULATION
Foreign white stock
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION Native

; white of Native

White Negro native Toreign- | white of

parentage Total born foreign or

white mixed

% parentage
United States . coeeevu.. 80,7 9.9 55.3 3.4 13.0 2L5
New England. .. 08,9 11 37.9 il 0 25,3 5.7
Middle Atlantic. u7.2 2.7 43.3 54,0 22.1 L9
East North Central.. 7.5 2.4 1) 540 42,6 15.0 27.8
West North Central. a97.5 2.2 50.6 37.9 16.9 26.9
South Atlantie.....__. - 69.0 30.9 82.8 6.2 2.3 4.0
East South Central.. - 716 28,4 8.5 31 0.8 23
West South Central.. - 76,2 2.1 68.0 11.3 4.5 0.8
Mountain . ...... - 96,3 0.9 60.0 36.3 13.8 22.7
Paclfle. oo aeen 06.2 0.9 5L9 44.3 18.6 25,7

There are three ways in which a heavy negro population may have
turned immigration to one side. First, the negroes have been suffi-
ciently numerous to occupy most of the agricultural land, and so
leave little opportunity for the land-seeking immigrant. Second,
the negro has also been sufficiently numerous to satisfy, at least in
part, the South’s need for unskilled labor, and, by the same token,
the sort of need that the immigrant has most frequently been called
upon to fillL* Third, the complex of social and economic conditions
surrounding the employment of negroes in the South has created wage
scales at such a level and working conditions of such a sort as to offer
little attraction to a group whose presence in this country betokens the
desire for an improved economic and social status.

Whatever the cause, the phenomenon stands out as one of the most
striking that this study has revealed. It is, too, one that has undoubt-
edly influenced the country’s social history profoundly. For the
South is differentiated from the rest of the country, not only in having
a largenegro population, but also, asis often overlooked, in not having
any appreciable foreign population. And, because of this latter fact,
the white South is undoubtedly closer to the colonial times in social
type and mental outlook than any other region. It is, of course,
true that the retarded industrialization already referred to has also
operated conservatively, yet it is entirely likely that this, in itself,
may be due in part to the fact that the South never experienced the
influx of cheap labor and the increase of buying power that the immi-
grant tide brought to the North and West.

1 7This aspect of the question is discussed at greater length in Chapter X, on the oecupational distribue
tion of the foreign-born population,

PR
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The sizth of the series of comparative studies rests upon the occu-
pational distribution of the populstion in the several States and
geographic divisions. Table 26 shows the proportion of the popula-
tion 10 years of age and over gainfully occuplet.i in th‘e fc?ur major
classes of productive industry, as \Bvell_ag 'the nativity dxstrxbutmntof
the entire population by geographic divisions, and Table 146 carries
the same comparisons into the separate Stateg TW? broad conclu-
sions concerning the relation of immigration to industrial development
can he based on these tables. First, the immigrant and his children
are not heavily represented in regions where agriculture and allied
industries arc the leading puvsnits. Second, the foreign stock 4s
heavily represented in those sections where manufacturing is impor-
tant. The data covering extraction of minerals and transportation
are inconclusive, probably because neither employs a large percentage
of the population of cither a State or group of States. If the analysis
gould have been carried down to counties, more significant results
might have been obtained.

With regard to agriculture and allied extractive industries, there
appears o fairly clear inverse relationship as between the geographic
divisions. The New England, Middle Atlantic, Fast North Central,
and Pacific divisions rank 8, 9, 7, and 6, respectively, in percentage
of persons employed in these occupations, and 1, 2, 4, and 3 in percent~
age of foreign-born white. On the other hand, the South Atlantic,
Eust South Central, and West South Central groups rank 3, 1, and 2,
respectively, in agricultural employment, and at the bottom of the
list, or 8, 9, and 7, respectively, in percentage of foreign-born white.
Yet, here, as elsewhere, no unqualified deductions can be drawn for
it is this sume southern group of States which has just been pointed
out as having an unusually large negro population. It should be
further noted that no inference should be made concerning the pres-
ence or absence of the immigrant in agriculture. It will be seen in a
future chapter that many immigrants, particularly of earlier migra-
tions, have entered largely into agriculture. This table shows
merely that they have not engaged heavily in agriculture as com-
pared with other nativity classes.

The case is more clear-cut in connection with manufacturing and
mechanical industries. Those regions ranking high in percentage of
persons engaged in these pursuits also rank high in percentage of
foreign white stock. The same is true to a considerable degree with
the individual States, as shown in Table 146. Thus, among the 15
States ranking highest in order of the percentage of persons engaged
in these pursuits, and among the 15 ranking States according to the
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percentage of total foreign white stock and of foreign-born white,
respectively, there are 9 States which appear in all three of these
groups.

Here it should be pointed out that agriculture and allied occupa-
tions are practiced in rural areas, and that manufacturing and
mechanical pursuits are usually found in urbanized regions. Thus,
it would seem that the distribution of the immigrant population is
governed by a group of associated factors rather than by any one
or two dominant forces.

TasLi 26.—INpusTRIAL DistrisuTioN oF PorurnaTioN 10 YEArRs oF Acaw
AND Over, aNp PiEr Cent or NATivE anDp ForpieN WuiTE SrTock IN
Torsr PorurartioN, For GrocrarHIc Drvisions: 1920

POPULATION 10 YEARS OF AGE AND QVER GAINFULLY OCCUPIED

Total In specified industries
GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION Agriculiure, forestry, Extrpction of
and animal husbandry mminerals
Number Per cent
Number | Percent| Number cPesxrt
United States....c.oouon. 41, 614, 248 100.0 10, 953, 158 26.3 1, 090, 223 2,6
New England ... ... 3,234,392 160. 0 253, 580 7.9 4,853 0.2
Middle Allantic. . , 240, 216 100.0 660, 240 7.1 343,016 3.7
Enst North Central._ 8§, 515, 849 100.0 3, 633, 790 19.2 216, 238 2.5
West North Central. 4, HY7, 406 100.0 1, 689, 253 36.8 74,141 1.6
South Atlantic.... 5, 330, 099 100.0 2, 177, 438 40.8 134, 221 2,6
Eust Bouth Central 3, 310, 844 100, 0 1, 805, 142 nd. 5 104, 069 3.2
West South Central 3,718,248 100.0 1, 808, 084 48.7 83, 069 2,2
Mountain....... 1, 254, 904 100,90 7,158 34.0 03, 064 7.4
Poeifie. e 2,413,710 106. & 496, 473 20.6 35,722 1.8
POPULATION 10 YEARS OF AGE AXND OVER -
GATNFULLY OCCUPIED—continucd PER CENT OF TOTAL POPULATION
In specified industries—Continued Foreign white stock
GEQGRAPHIC DIVISION Tativ
Manufacturing and Native
mechanieal indus- | Transportation ||% lutt_evof I;’f}]‘ft‘;"
tries ggrgﬁ: Ii‘or- of for-
H ! eign- A
age | Total || orn ;:xl]gir;le%r
Number | P¢T | Number | IO white | par.

cent cent entage

United States....c..... 12,818, 524 30.8 | 3,063, 582 7.4 55,8 34.4 13.0 21,5

New England_......_____ .. 1,632, 267 80,5 215,191 8.7 37.9 610 25.3 36,7
1{11&11}1& Atlantie.__. ----] 3,812,388 41,3 700, 220 8.0 43.3 54.0 22,1 3.9
East North Central __ weedl 3,171,084 37,2 628, 47 7.4 54.9 42.8 15.0 27.6
Wost North Central ... 062, 321 21,0 36%, 829 7.8 59.8 3.9 10.9 26,9
South Allantic....._. ——— 1,202, 668 2.5 324, 221 6.1 62.8 6.2 2.3 4,0
East South Central. . 523, 407 15,8 170, 665 52 68.5 3.1 0.8 2.3
West South Central. . 588, 383 15.8 247, 665 6.7 63.0 1.3 4.5 6.8
Mountain, 227,431 18.1 111, 517 8.9 60.0 36.3 13.6 22.7
Pacifie.. 608, 505 28.9 207,318 8.0 5.9 44,3 18.6 25.7
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Tables 27, 147, and 148 embody the caloulations made for this
PUrpose. Table 147 shows the States ‘arrayed accprdmg_ to their
runking, first as to the percentage of pative and fo%'el‘gn W.hlte stock,
and second, as to the various territorial characteristics discussed in
the foregoing sections excepting that relating to negro population.
Table 148 is similarly construeted, but refers only to th(?se Diates
having less than 25 per cent of their population negro. It s obvious
that this second method of computation is designed to avoid the
disturbing influence upon the ratio of immigrant stock to total popu-
lation, which is exerted by the presence of a large megro population
in any locality¥ The coefficients of correlation derived from these
tables are presented in Table 27.°

The induetions to be derived from these comparisons have already
been suggested. In the first place, there i mo single example of
striking correlation, In the second place, there is a {airly well-defined
set of what might be termed “related correlations.”

The first conclusion, as to the absence of any ocutstanding evidence
of correlation, appears from inspection of Table 27, and from Tables
147 and 148 upon which Table 27 is based. Out of 72 coefficients,
there are 11 which are in any way significant, that is, which come to
more than 0.50, and which amount to more than 6 XPE. Yet, the
highest of these, the inverse relation of foreign-born white population
to percentage of population employed in agriculture and simiar
pursuits, is —.662 + .054, which, while significant, can hardly be called
conclusive, The probable reason for this negative result has been
given. It is the multiplicity of causative factors at work in the terri-
torial distribution of immigrants. Some of these factors malke them-
selves apparent in the present study; others are incapable of establish-
ment by statistical means; still others, undoubtedly, have thus far
escaped observation altogether, In view of this diversity and obscu-
rity, it is not to be expected thatthe computation undertaken here
could eventuate differently. The result that has been attained is,
however, of some valuein the very fact thatib is so nearly negative.
As yet, it is impossible to assign any single factor or group of factors as
the primary force in the distribution of the foreign stock in this country.
] Frozg this conclusion, certain others, of a more practical bearing,
immediately follow, It is impossible to predict with any certainty
future population changes, in so far as they depend upon the migration
of the foreign stock. It is, further, extremely difficult to construct

3 Rank tables and * Spearman” coefMicients of correlation were also made, using as a basis of comparison

the percantage of combined forelgn atock and noy i i i
% gro population, but they failed to give significant results
i tiwve not been included in the monograph, d ¥ g g i,

% Joghiould be noted thet these are “rank” coefclents, not “product-moment? coefclents.
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any social policy upon any assumed general tendency as regards
place of residence of the immigrant stock now living in the United
States.

The second inference to be drawn from this set of comparisons is the
existence of a number of “related correlations,” which, while not note-
worthy, are yet of considerable significance. Inspection of Table 27
shows that the percentage of foreign white stock bears a fairly high
positive correlation to the percentage of population in cities of
100,000 or more, and to the percentage of occupied persons in
manufacturing and mechanical industries. Again, there is a rather
pronounced negative correlation between percentage of foreign white
stock and percentage of occupied persons engaged in agriculture and
similar occupations. As explained in the preceding section, there
seems to be evidenced a tendency on the part of the foreign born
and their children to settle in urbanized rather than rural localities,
more especially in the vicinity of large urban areas, and in regions in
which manufacturing industries are largely present, and in which
agriculture is not of great importance. In addition, direct data
have previously been adduced to show that the foreign stock is
much more heavily represented in urban than rural communities, and
inlarge urban centers than in small ones. It has been seen, further,
that there is some evidence of a disposition on the part of the immi-
grants to settle near the large seaports at which they land after their
voyage from their homelands. Finally, there has been found a clear
tendency on the part both of the immigrant and of his offspring to
avoid those regions thickly populated by negroes.

Can any generally valid deductions be drawn from this assortment
of material? Not with any degree of finality. Yet certain tentative
conclusions may be put forward. The immigrant seems to prefer the
city to the country, and to seek employment in industry rather than
agriculture, He seeks large, densely populated cities, rather than
small ones, and he does not compete in any large way with the negro.

Beyond these rather obvious generalizations it is difficult to go.
It may very likely be that the immigrant’s primary motivation is
economic, so that he seeks the easily available, unskilled jobs to be
found in large-scale industry which the cities, especially the great
cities, offer. It may be that he avoids the rural areas for this reason,
and that he avoids those regions largely populated by negroes,
because the latter have already invaded the market for unskilled
industrial labor there. Yet, the chain of causation may flow the
other way. IHe may have settled in the great cities because the
most of them are either large ports of debarkation, or are on
main-traveled routes from those ports. He may, moreover, as sug-

- st
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gested by Tables 12 and 13, have tended to cluster' in thesc? regions
through the pressure of the tendency toward ethnic cohesion. He
may, finally, have engaged largely in industry simply becauss those
localities in which he has found himself had no other economic
opportunities to offer. From this viewpoint, the avoidance of the
“RBlack Belt” would be largely a fortuitous circumstance attributable
to the fact that the negro is most numerous in the agricultural sec-
tions of the “Old South.”

Still other factors remain to be considered. One is the tendency
of industry to follow the labor supply, and hence to locate near those
aress in which the foreign stock happens to be. Another is the steady
urbunization and industrializetion of the whole American Nation,
irrespective of immigration. Still another is the gradual filling up
of the western agricultural region, and the consequent ““backing up”
of the immigrant tide into the cities. Turther analysis would un-
doubtedly bring out additional elements in the problem. Enough
has been said, however, to establish the unlikelihood of there being
any single explanation of this complex set of phenomena.

It is, indeed, more than likely that some or all of these various forces
have been at work together. For example, it is certainly true that
the immigrant of to-day is less numerous in the rural portions of
the country than he might otherwise be because virgin soil and cheap
land no longer await him. It is also just as true that the immigrant's
necessitous condition makes him seek the easily found employment
offered by the large-scale industries near the great wrban centers.
And there is no necessary contradiction between the synchronous co-
existence of such influences as these, On the contrary, it is to be ex-
pected that such a far-reaching phenomenon as population move-
ment—reaching as it does into almost every motive of human
}»ch&vior*would reflect o wide variety of simultaneously operative

actors.

SUMMARY

(Jomp.lexity appears, therefore, to be the dominating feature of
the territorial distribution of the foreign stock, This element seems
to have settled most heavily, first here, and then there, according
largely.to the changing economic life of the country. Throughout
the period, sections heavily populated by negroes have been avoided;
cities have always shown a large quota of foreigners; and—probably,
though not certainly—the cities have retained somewhat more immi-
grants than the country. This has certainly been the case for the
past 20 years, It is likely, further, that during the period a steadily
inereasing number of “residual” foreigners have settled permanently




TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF FOREIGN STOCK 43

in the vicinity of the seaport cities in which they landed from abroad.
The year 1920 finds the foreign population most heavily settled in
the Northeastern and far Western States, and most sparsely settled
in the “Old South,” and crowded most densely into the larger
industrialized urbanized areas. As for the future, the data contain
little upon which to base predictions. It does, however, suggest a
slight movement out into the rural areas on the part of the second
generation of foreigners, but also an indisposition on the part of this
second generation to travel very far from their foreign-born parents
and kinsmen,

Finally, it should be repeated that certain widely held assumptions
find Little support from the data in this chapter. The “new’ immi-
grant does not seem any more prone to follow the routes suggested by
economic motives than the “old.” The American city of to-day is no
more congested with foreigners than was the case a half century ago,
although in certain large cities there is a large relative increase in the
children of the foreign born. It is true that the “new” immigrant is
found less generally in agricultural regions, and more generally in the
industrialized cities than was the “old” immigrant. Yet, it must
never be forgotten that the same observation applies in a great
measure to the entire white population of the country, and that this
shifting in location is probably due far more to the general course of
social and economic development than to any change in preference
or capacity on the part of the immigrant himself.

pe-

.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FOREIGN STOCK ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE

INTRODUCTORY

The foreign stock has hitherto been treated as an undifferentiated
mass, since the division of this population group into any but its
primary components would obscure the broad facts of nativity classi-
fication and territorial distribution with which the foregoing analysis
is concerned. The further discussion of this element’s significance in
the population, however, requires more detailed treatment. ;

The composition of the foreign stock may be studied from thres
different points of view. First, the foreign-born portion of the
immigrant stock may be classified according to its length of residence
in the United States. Second, both foreign born and native born
of foreign or mixed parentage may be subdivided into nationality,
race, and language groups. Third, this element may be analyzed
on the basis of its age and sex distribution. The first of these topics
is considered in this chapter.

A very commonly used classification of the foreign born is that
based upon the year of the immigrant’s arrival in this country.
The principal reason for the wide adoption of this device is the fact
that the country of origin and racial type of the immigrant have
chenged profoundly during the past 40 years. About the year
1880, immigrants from the various northern and western Buropean
countries, which had previously contributed the overwhelming
majority of this Nation’s foreign white stock, began giving place
to migrants originating in eastern and southern Europe and, latterly,
in Asia Minor. Students have attached great significance to this
change, from the “old immigration” to the “new immigration,” as
these groups are generally termed, because of the difference in racial
type, cultural background, and personality traits which distinguishes—
or is believed to distinguish—these two groups.!

There are, however, other considerations of almost equal weight
that lend importance to this approach to the immigrant question.
They are the relation of the year of immigration to the flow of immi-
gration to this country, and to the territorial distribution of the

forcign born.  These two topics constitute the subjoct matter taken

1. inter glla,

Report of the United 8tates Immigration Commission, Vel. I, pp. 23, 24,
44
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up in the first and second part of this chapter. The third is the rela-
tion between year of immigration and nationality, race, and language
group. The fourth is the interrelation between year of immigration,
territorial distribution, and nationality, race, and language group.

1. YEAR OF IMMIGRATION AND FLOW OF IMMIGRATION TO THE UNITED
STATES

The rise and fall of the immigrant tide is a matter of fundamental
concern. As stated in Chapter II, the immigrant problem is largely
affected by the numbers of foreigners arriving in this country from
year to year. More than this, the effect of any change in the char-
acter of the immigration at any given time is exaggerated or mini-
mized, according as the volume of immigration is large or small.
The data bearing on this*subject are of two sorts, first, the annual
statistics of the volume of immigration, and, second, the year of immi-
gration of the foreign-born population resident in the country as
reported in s given year. Table 28 and Charts 2 and 3 contain
the first type of information, and Tables 29 and 30 and Chart 3, the
second. No close correspondence between the two sets of figures is
to be expected, since a large number appearing in the first would
have died or emigrated before being counted in the second. They
can, nevertheless, be profitably studied together.

TasLe 28.—IMMigrATION TO THE UNITED SIATES, BY
Drcapes, 1820-1919, AND BY YEArs, 1010-1919!

DECADE Immigration YEAR Immigration

6,347, 380 141,182

8, 202, 388 110, 618

4, 604, 294 205, 403

: 5, 248, 568 20K, 826
1870~1879 2,742, 137 328, 700
1860~1860. . 2,123, 219 1,218, 480
1850-1859... 2,747, 807 1,197, 892
1840-1849. . 1,427, 337 38, 172
1830-1830... 538, 381 878, 687
1820~1820. v e nnnnn 128, 502 1,041, 570

180uree: Report of Commissioner General of Immigration: 1020, Fiscal years
and not calendar yoars are used a3 the unit of tobulation.

TapLE 29.—FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION BY YEAR OF IMMIGRATION,!FOR THE
Unrtep SraTes: 1920

YEAR OF IMMIGRATION Number | Pec cent YEAR OF IMMIGRATION ‘ Number |Percent
!
Total, 1920 .o oeon 13, 920, 692 100,0 ] 1914 . ooaeo ,{ 449, 876 3.2
16111913 - 1, 604, 890 L5
214,123 1.5 || 1906-1610. - 2,229, 868 16.0
85, 570 0.6 {| 1901-1905.... . 1,814, 264 13.0
118, 222 0.8 | 1800 or earlier - 5,701, 27 41,4
177, 184 %g Not reported veeeccecneneae 1, 264, 360 921
A

14 Yaars" refer to calendar years.
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These tables throw into relief two sets of phenomena, first, the
fluctuations in immigration during the period 1820-1919, and second,
the changed composition of the foreign-born population, relative to
the vear of their immigration, resulting from these fluctuations and
also from the war-time reémigration.

The Huctuations may best be studied in Table 28, and Charts 2
and 3. They show that during the period 1820-1919, immigration
to this country mounted rapidly, though unevenly, growing from
a bare 128,000 in the deeade 1820-1829 to 8,202,000 in the decade
1900-1909. The decade following, however, shows a sharp decline,
namely, from 8,202,000 to 6,347,000, Table 290 and Chart 8 show
that the World War was the primary cause for this decrease, ag
it did not set in until 1914, and ceased with the year 1918. These
same tables register, moreover, a rapid fise during the year 1919,
which probably would have continued well into the present decade
had not restrietive legislation gone into effect in 1921.

Tasry 30.~Pgr Cexr Disrrisurion oF Foruien-s0RN POPULATION BY YEAR
oF InMigraTioN, PoR THE Unived Srares: 1920 anp 1910

Por cont Por cont
distribu~ YEAR OF IMMIGRATION distribu-
tion tion

,‘ 100. 0 Total, 30100 aee e eevcevcacean 100.0
1.5 1009 (includes 1910 to Apr, 15). 6.0
0.6 )} 1908, - 3.1
0.8 || 1907 5.2
1.8 3 1608 4.7
L8083 e e 3.9
.7 0 I0L-1804, e s 1.1
10.0 | 189G-1900 7.0
wn 13.0 W 1891-1805_____ 8.8
Wl on parlie 41.4 | 1890 or earlior 30.6
RTE o tE, s F 9.1 [} Not reported. 0.9

The effuct of these fluctuations upon the composition of the foreign
steck is refleeted in Tables 30 and 31 and Chart 3. Table 30 and
Chart 4 sliow the rapid falling off, for the war-time period, both of
immigration and of the number of immigrants enumerated in 1920 as
having cowe to this country during those years,

Table 50 indicates certain marked chenges in the composition of
the foreign-horn population which were brought about by this
decline in immigration.  Thus, in 1910, 39.6 per cent of the foreign-
born papulation had arrived 20 years or more before the census year,
wiai!fa i'n' 1820, 41.4 per cent had been in America 20 or more years.
Again, in 1910, 56,1 per cent of the foreign born had immigrated
lm years or more hefore the census, while in 1920, 70.4 per cent had
heen in this country a deeade or longer.  On the other hand, the 1910
el %r};s‘m;.»; L mueh larger percentage of recently arrived immigrants
than dues that for 1920, the former showing a higher percentage than
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the latter of foreign born migrating in the 9 years before each respec-
tive census year. In other words, as a result of the dislocation of
immigration due to the war, this country had, in 1920, an appreciably
higher proportion of immigrants who had been here 10 years or longer,
and o smaller proportion who had been here 9 years or less, than in
1910.

CHART 2,—DEBCENNIAL IMMIGRATION TO THE UNITED SraThs: 1820-1019
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Chart 3 shows, however, that another war-time 'inﬂl%ence hs}s
beon at work in cutting down the number of recent 1mm1gmnts‘ in
this country, There 18 & rapid Ialling off in the number of foreign
horn. who arrived in the years 1911~12.2

9111919, ano Fomrmreny
—Iuuigearion To TER Unitep States, 1 R
Cusor 3 Bory v 1920, 37 VAR or TumieraTION® 1011-1019
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A partial explanation for this apparent anomaly is to be found in
the accompanying tebulation, which shows that, considering the
difficulty of trans-Atlantic travel during that period, there was &
very heavy reémigration of aliens during the period 1914-15.% Since

# Deuths, of course, wotld have further diminished the number of foreign born remaining in this country
i 1920, bt there 19 to reason to suppose that they were unusually heavy during the period 1914-1917; so
they may he disregarded in this conmection,

¥ Blooe the fised yo
portion of the emigr,

sy ending June 20 s the unit of tabulation used by the Burean of Lmmigration, 8
ation recorded for the year 1915 must kave fallon within the year 1814,
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the majority of those returning to their mother countries during
this period probably did so for the purpose of joining in the World War,
they must have been the younger men, who naturally would have
predominated among the later arrivals. THence, it is likely that it is
their departure which accounts to a large degree for the extensive
and rapid decline in the number of immigrants who had arrived in
this country in recent years and were still resident in 1920.

Departed Departed
TISCAL YEAR emigrant FISCAL YEAR emigrang FISCAL YEAR
aliens ! aliens !
123, 522 1289, 765 308, 160
04, 585 HM, 074 23, 262

65, 277 303, 338 205, 666

1 Bource: Report of Cominissioner General of Immigration, 1020,

2. YEAR OF IMMIGRATION AND TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE
FOREIGN BORN

Reference has already been made, in the preceding chapter, to
the relationship between the territorial distribution of the immi-
grant and the year of his arrival in this country. It has been said
that, for the country as a whole, no significant correlation exists be-
tween these two series of data. Nevertheless, examination of the
figures for individual geographic divisions and States and for urban
and rural aveas yields certain significant results. The material
bearing on this portion of the inquiry is summarized in Tables 31,
32, and 33,* all of which deal with the year of immigration of the
foreign born by divisions, States, and urban and rural areas,
while Tables 34 and 149 show the situation in the different classes of
cities.

Tasre 31.—Prr CenT DisTRIBUTION OF FOREIGN-BORN WHITE ACCORDING

70 LENGTH oF RESIDENCE IN THE UNITED STATES, BY GEOGRAPHIC DiI-
visions: 1920

5 years Under 20 years

GEOGRAPHIC DIVISION orunder | 20 yesrs | of over

United States.... - 54 43,3 417
New England. .. N 6.0 50.0 44.3
Middle Atlantie . 4 2 5§ [ 37.5
Fast North Central.._. . 3.4 47.0 43.0
West North Centralo. .o e ccccnic e mmrnmmen - 2,8 30.7 56.4
South Atlantie.... - 5. 9 §(L 4 6.7
East Bouth Central 27 31.6 47.4
West South Centra 2.7 546 24, 4
Mountain 13.8 5.8 38.4
Pacifie.. 9.2 47.4 41.8

« Detailed statistics from which these tables are derived are too voluminous to reproducs bere, but may
ba found in the Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol, II, Ch, VIL

43381°—27—5

i
L
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Tagun 82.—S81ares Havive More Tuan 50 or Luss Tran 30 Per Cent oF
}*‘orgnmn—somv Warrs PorunaTion Wao IMMIGRATED IN 1900 0r EARLIER:
92

STATE Per cent STATE Per cent
Less than 30 per cent:

60.3 Arizong p e e —————— 16. 8
59,0 West Virginia o oo - 18, 5
57.9 New Mexico.. - 22, 5
57.8 KBS e e e e e A,
8.7
85,0
54,1
82,5
50,6

That it is in the rural portions of these and other States that this
older generation of immigrants is found is demonstrated by Table
33, which shows 46.9 per cent of the rural foreign population to be

in the group of “old” immigrants, as against 40 per cent for the
urban communities.

TasLe 33.~NumpEr AND Pur CENT DISTRIBUTION 0F FOREIGN-BORN W HITH
PoruLATION BY YEAR OF IMMIGRATION, TOR URBAN AND RURAL ArBas: 1920

y Iy
YEAR OF IMMIGRATION Nurmber (gg"t YEAR OF IMMIGRATION Number clf,%c
Urban, 1820« ocureeo... 10,356,083 | 100,0 3,855,771 | 100.0
143,212 1,4 58, 008 1.7
51,320 0,5 26, 600 0.8
77,132 a7 28, 927 0.9
124,881 1.2 42,704 1.3
148,457 1.4 45, 227 .3
58, 160 3.5 82, 547 2.5
1,280, 714 12,6 205, 432 8 8
1,763, 726 17.0 430, 845 12.8
1,428 308 13,8 361, 872 10,8
4, 144, 032 40,0 1,578, 433 46,9
828, 032 8.0 Nat reported..._ 411, 226 12.3

The first group of tables leads to three conclusions, one of them
rather striking: First, the “old” immigration seems to be concen-
trated in rural areas, particularly those situated in the Mississippi
Valley; second, the “new’ immigration is found chiefly in the far
West, the Atlantic seaboard area, and the Southwest; third, certain
special factors are operating in the distribution of these recent immi-
grants, the most notable being expansion of manufactures and min-
ing, the utilization of Mexican agricultural labor in the Southwest,
and the invasion of the New England and Middle Atlantic rural
areas by relatively fresh arrivals from abroad.

The first generalization is established in Tables 31 o 33. Table
31 shows that the West North Central division is the only one in
which over 50 per cent of the foreign whites reached this country 20
or more years before the 1920 census, and Table 32, that all but two
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of the States falling in this same category are in the Mississippi
Valley.®

The cause behind this phenomenon has already been suggested.®
The majority of alien migrants in the earlier period passed through
the settled, urban areas of the East, and pushed on to the virgin
prairvies of the Mississippi Basin, where land was to be had for the
asking or at very low prices.  Once these farm lands had been occu-
pied, however, they offered no attraction to the foreigner, and the
immigrant of the past 20 years has settled either in the city or in
rural areas in other parts of the country.

It may be noted at this point that the distinction between “old”
and “new’” immigration regarding residence in urban and rural
areas ig not so striking as might have been expected. This circum-
stance is, undoubtedly, due in large measure to the fact that the
“old” immigrants, as counted in the 1920 census, represent a group
of middle-aged and elderly persons, whose numbers have heen
heavily reduced by deaths in recent years. It is also attributable,
in part, to the further fact that those immigrants who have reached
this country in the past few years are unexpectedly found to be more
prominent in the rural than in the urban population. Table 33 shows
that 5.2 per cent of the urban foreign-born white immigrated in
the years 1915-1919, but that 6 per cent of the rural reached this
country in those years, and this in spite of the urbanizing tendency
of the whole population during the war years. The special factors
bringing about this result are discussed below. It need only be said
here that it serves to emphasize the point made at the close of the
preceding chapter, namely, the difficulty of generalizing broadly con-
cerning the characteristics of the immigrant. It has been almost
universally assumed that the “new’” immigrant has uniformly
sought the city, whereas the “old” settled in the country. This
analysis shows that such is not by any means the case. The “old”
immigrant is predominantly, but not overwhelmingly, rural, and
the “new’” immigrant—especially the very new—is more heavily
represented in the rural regions than is ordinarily supposed.”

The second point—that is, the relatively high percentage of recent
immigrants in the two seaboard regions and in the Southwest—is
indicated by Table 81 and needs little further elucidation. Special
reference should, however, be made to the States containing an un-
usuelly large per cent of “new’ immigrants. Table 32 shows that
3 out of the 4 States in which less than 30 per cent of the foreign-
born population immigrated 20 or more years ago, are in the

& Utah and Idaho are the States outside this reglon. The carly settlement of those States by Mormon
colonists probably accounts for the large proportion of “old” immigrant stock,

8 Supra, Ch, III, pp. 22 and 42.

7 This does not, of course, mean that the actunl number of “ new ”” immigrants in the rural areas is greator
than in urban arvess,
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West South Central and Mountain divisions, and Table 81 indicates
that it is these two divisions which contain the highest percentage
of immigrants arriving 5 years or less before the census,

The third feature connected with this portion of the study has to
do with the forces behind the territorial distribution of those among
the foreign born who have reached this country since 1900. The
first of these is the development of manufacturing and mining. It
has already been shown that there is some relationship between the
development of manufacturing and the concentration of the foreign-
born white stock in the various States.® The analysis at this point
suggests that this correlation is due, in some degree, to & tende.ncy
on the part of the newer arrivals from abroad to settle in those regions
where industry is expanding rapidly. The relatively heavy per-
centage of this class of immigrants in New England and the Middle
Atlantic area may very well be in part attributed to such & tendency.
It almost certainly is the force behind the fact that Michigan shows
a percentage of recent immigrants equal to the average for the coun-
try, or above it, for all but two of the years from 1911-1919.

The facts are plainer in regard to the expansion of mining. West
Virginia ranks third in the Union in the percentage of foreign born
arriving after 1900, and Pennsylvania is fairly well up in the list. It
has already been seen that West Virginia has a larger proportion of
its population engaged in mining than any other State, and thab
Pennsylvania ranks fifth in this same respect.” It scems, therefore,
reasonable to infer that abundant opportunity for employment in the
mines has been an important agency in attracting ‘“new’’ immigrants
to these States. West Virginia is interesting in this regard, for it 1s
not particularly easy of access to the foreign born. It provides &
sort of object lesson of the very strong “pull” exerted by economic
forces in population distribution.!

A sccond and much more clear-cut influence is the utilization of
Mexican labor in the Southwest. As indicated above, Arizona,
Texas, and New Mexico, and, to a lesser extent, the remaining
Mountain and West South Central States, show the highest per cent
of recent immigrants in the country. More than this, examination
of the census figures reveals a marked increase of this element for the
later years of immigration; in fact, those arriving in 1919 constituted
13.5 per cent, 8.6 per cent, and 5.8 per cent, respectively, of tho
foreign born in these three States, as compared with an aver-

8 Of, supra, Ch, XII, Tables 26 and 27.

9 Of, Tables 146 and 147, See also, Rossiter, op. cit., Ch. XIV.

1 It ig aiso possible that the nonunion policy in many West Virginia mines has caused operators to make
special efforts to procure immigrant 1abor, this type of workman being more difficult to unionize than the
native born. Sec Report of Immigration Commission, Vol, I, pp. 530-537,
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age for the country at large of only 1.5 per cent. Reference to the
statistics of the nationality of the foreign-born population shows, more-
over, that this population is overwhelmingly Mexican. The Mexicans
make up 56.3 per cent and 21.1 per cent of the foreign~born population
in the West South Central and Mountain divisions, respectively, and
are 68 per cent of the foreign born in New Mexico, 69.2 per cent
in Texas, and 76.4 per cont in Arizona. Again, 74 per cent of the
foreign-born Mexicans in the country are concentrated in these two
divisions, 68.7 per cent being in the three States just named.

While this remarkable population movement is due, in some degree,
to the contiguity of this region to Mexico, yet there must be some
additional cause; else why has the Mexican immigration to this
region increased so phenomenally in recent years? The additional
reason is probably the temporary relaxation of immigration require-
ments at Mexican border points, in the interest of the agricultural
needs of the Southwest, during the years 1918 and 1919. In these
two yoars, 48,342 Mexicans entered this country, as compared with
an annual average for the preceding docade of about 16,000. There
probably was also an inerease in “bovder running’ in this region
during these later years.®

This large Mexican immigration, in all likelihood, accounts for
much that would otherwise be inexplicable in the distribution of the
foreign stock. It certainly goes far townrd explaining the surprisingly
high percentage of recent immigrants in rural areas, for the South-
west is Jargoly agricultural, Also, it probably furnishes a clue to ono
of the disturbing factors in the set of correlations which were caleu-
lated at the close of Chapter IV. For example, the failure of the
series of States arrayed according to population density o correlate
either with the series for foreign-born white or foreign white stock is,
in all likelihood, due to the fact that this Southwestern group of
States, ranking low in population density, ranks high in percentage
of foreign-born white.

In both these respects, namely, the relation of immigration to
rural population and to population density, these Southwestorn
States are thrown out of line from the vest of the country by this
Mexican immigration. It will, indeed, be found throughout this
study that the Mexican immigration in the Southwest constitutes an
element different in many important respects from the foreign stoclk
in the rest of the country.

It must not, however, be inferred that the Mexican foreign born
are alone responsible for the presence of a relatively high percontage
of recent immigrants in rural areas. Such a conclusion would disre-
gard the third—and, in some respects, the most interesting—of the

U Report of Commissioner General of Immigration for 1920, pp, 24, 184, 186, The *yoars”’ roferrod to
above are fiscel years.
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factors controlling the location of the “new’’ immigration, This is
the recent entrance of the foreign born into the rural regions of the
Middle Atlantic and New England divisions. It appears that the
per cent of the foreign born who have migrated subsequent to
1900 is substantially higher in the rural areas of these two divisions
than in the country at large.® The New England group is particularly
interesting in this respect. In three out of the six New England
States, the rural foreign-born population contains a higher proportion
of recent immigrants than does the country as a whole. Again,
statistics for the period 1911-1919 show that, in the State of Vermont,
the percentage is considerably higher than that for the United States,
while, for Massachusetts and Rhode Island, it is considerably lower.

The explanation that at once suggests itself is the steady replace-
ment of native American farmers by foreigners in these sections of the
country. Support is given to this hypothesis by study of the popula-
tion increase and decrease for each State. Of the three New England
States which showed a high per cent of recent immigrantsin their rural
population, two, namely, Maine and Vermont, showed a very small
increase, or a decrease, in population, during the decade 1910-1920.
More than this, Vermont, a State which has suffered a decrease in
total population, shows the highest percentage of recent immigranis
in its rural population of all the New England States. Finally,
reference to increase and decrease by counties brings out an unmis-
takable tendency on the part of the rural counties, in these and other
States, to bear the burden of population decrease.®

On the other hand, Rhode Island and Massachusetts, which are
highly urbanized States, and have not been affected as o whole by
the depletion of their rural areas, are the only New England States
in which the rural population does not show an especially significant
number of very recent immigrants. Briefly, there appears to be an
unusually large proportion of recent immigrants in those rural areas
whose population as a whole has been diminishing.

Additional information is supplied by the census report on agri-
culture, which shows the farm population of New England to be 12.4
per cent foreign-born white, compared with 4.7 per cent for the
United States, a figure exceeded in only one other group, namely, the
Pacific States.* Examination of the nationality of the foreign
element, in these rogions is illuminating. As is shown later,”® the
foreign-born white population of Maine, New Hampshire, and
Vermont is largely Canadian born, the French Canadians being 33.1

17 Cf. Fourteenth Consus Reports, Vol. II, Ch, VIL, Tables 4, 5, and 16,
1 Rossiter, op. eit., Chs, III, IV, and V.

1 Fourteonth Census of the United States, Vol, V, Oh, XIV, Table 7.

16 Tablo 180, p. 348, '
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per cent of the total in Maine, 42 per cent in New Hampshire, and
31.8 per cent in Vermont, while the “other” Canadians are 35.9 per
cent, 15.3 per cent, and 24 per cent, respectively, making a total of
69 per cent, 57.3 per cent, and 55.8 per cent Canadian born in these
three States.

In the rest of the region, the centras, east, and south Europeans
bulk large. Thus, they make up but 37.6 per cent of the foreign-
born white in New England, as compared with 62.5 per cent in the
Middle Atlantic group. The examination of individual States shows
that they constitute 66.6 per cent of the foreign-born white popula-~
tion in Pennsylvania, 61.3 per cent in New York, 59.5 per cent in New
Jersey, 58.4 per cent in Connecticut, and about 85 per cent in Massa-~
chusetts and Rhode Island. Keeping in mind the fact that these
nationality groups predominate among the more recently arrived
immigrants, it seems reasonable to conclude that, wherever in the
rural foreign-born population of these States there is an unusually
large number of immigrants who have been here 20 years or less,
they are either Canadians or southern and eastern Huropeans.

Apparently, in New Lngland, as the native American farmer
“gells out,” he is replaced by a foreigner, and usually by one lately
come from Canada or southeastern Europe. The failure of these
newcomers completely to compensate in numbers for the loss of the
native stock is probably due in part to a “lag’’ between the giving up
of a farm by one owner and its reoccupation by another, and in part,
to the complete abandonment of the less productive, or “submarginal
farms, or their consolidation with other farms.

At present this conclusion rests upon too narrow a founaation of
facts to be laid down more than tentatively. Should it be firmly
established by further analysis, it may well prove to be one of the
most profoundly significant deductions made in this monograph.
In the first place, it means that there is a possibility that perhaps
the most typically “American” population in the country is being
replaced by a group of recently arrived foreigners. This country is
accustomed to large agglomerations of foreigners in the great cities;
it is now within the realm of possibility that it may see many of the
villages and farms of rural New England, and of New York, New Jersey,
and Pennsylvania as well, pass from the hands of the descendants
of the Colonial Americans into the possession of a new breed from
across the Canadian border and from the shores of the Baltic and
Mediterranean. And, if this movement continues, it is bound to cause
profoundly significant repercussions in the social history of the Amer-
ican people.

In the second place, this situation calls attention to a hitherto
neglected phase of the immigration question, that is, the heavy
infiltration of Canadians into the northern border States of this
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country. Just as the Mexican migration into the Southwest creates
a set of immigration problems almost distinet from those found clse-
where, so the Canadian migration across the New ngland border is
bringing about another peculiar group of phenomena.

In the third place, the presence of considerable numbers of
typical “new’ immigrants— that is, eastern and southern Buro-
peans—in such rural areas as are not overrun by Canadians brings
out once more the fallacy of overgeneralization concerning. this
group. This region is one of the few left in the United States where
farm land has been sufficiently cheap and accessible to be available
to the recent imumigrant, and it appears that he is beginning to avail
himself of this opportunity. So far as this is the case, it suggests
that the predominance of the ““old” northern and western Iuro-
pean stock in the country and of the “new’’ southern and eastern
stock in the cities is due not so much to any inherent difference in
preference or capacity hetween the two groups as to the fact that
the “old” immigrants [reached this country at a time when it
offered the newcomer almost unexampled opportunities for acguiring
farm lands, and to the further fact that no prospects in any way
comparable to these lie open to the present generation of south-
ern and eastern Buvopeans. The analysis in a subsequent chapter
verifies - this conclusion, namely, that settlement in the city or the
country is g result more of opportunity than of ethuic idiosynerasy.

There remaing to be considered the relationship between the year
of immigration of the foreign-born population and its settlement in
different classes of cities. Tables 34 and 148 contsin the informae-
tion bearing on this point. They show apparently opposite tenden-
vies. The first is the concentration in the larger cities of the newer -
immigrants. The second is the relative importance in the moderately
large cities of the more recently arrived among thess immigrants.

The jirst tendency can be veadily discerned. As the cities increase
in size, they show a genoral decline in the percentage of those foreign
born whose immigration occurred 20 years or more ago.

Tapry 34.—Per Conr DISTRIBUPION OF FORBIGN~BORN WHITE POPULATION
BY Vear or IMauaraTion, vom Dreesrent Crassss ov Crromes: 1920

l IN CITIES OF—
YREAR OF IMMIGRATION

2,500 to 25,000 to | 200,000 to | 250,000 or

25,000 300,000 250,000 more
Total, 1920, , - o i 00| 1000 100.0
1916-1910. .. e 2 o e e - 8.6 6.9 4.8 4.7
1000~1034. 41,3 45.6 44,8 49.8
100D oF EaTHON e s eav s n v e - 406 30,8 41,3 88,8
Not reparted - . n.4 8.7 7.8 6.4
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The second and somewhat contradictory tendency is equally plain.
While the percentage of foreign-born white arriving during the years
1901-1914 increases proportionately to the size of the cities, the per-
centage of those who reached America in the years 1915-1919 shows
no such regular progression. On the contrary, the smallest per-
centage is for the largest cities, and the largest percentage, namely
6.3, is for the moderately large cities of from 100,000 to 250,000.

A possible clue to this puzzling assortment of facts is found in the
rate of increase of the various classes of cities. During the decade
1910-1920 cities of 2,500 to 25,000 grew at the rate of 23 per cent,
those of 25,000 to 100,000, at the rate of 33 per cent, but those of
100,000 and over at the rate of only 24.9 per cent. In fact, New
York City, with a population of 5,620,000, increased at a rate of but
17.9 per cent.'®

Some relationship thus appears to exist between a city's rate of
growth and the recentcy of immigration among its foreign born.
But, whether it is that the moderately large cities are the centers of
the greatest industrial expansion, and hence hold out the largest
economic inducements to the foreign born, or whether it is that they
find maintenance costs cheaper and living conditions more congenial
in these places, and so contribute to their more rapid growth, it is
impossible to determine on the basis of the prosent analysis.

Whatever the cause, it is clear that—-contrary, once more, to general
belief—though it is still the very large urban centers in which the
immigrant of the present time is most heavily represented, those
ranging from 100,000 to 250,000 in population seem to have attracted
a large proportion of the later immigration.

In general, therefore, classification of the foreign born by year of
immigration and by place of residence shows tho present generation to
be in the large cities, and in the West, Southwest, and East; the older
generation, in the Mississippi Basin, and in rural areas or smaller
cities. There are, however, many cross currents, running counter
to these broad tendencies. The Mexicans, in the Southwoest, and
the Canadians and immigrants from southeastern Iurope, in the
East, are occupying rural areas; and the largest cities are running
behind the moderately large ones in attracting the most recent of
the foreign born.

3. YEAR OF IMMIGRATION, AND RACE, NATIONALITY, AND LANGUAGE
GROUPING

At the beginning of this chapter reference was made to the value
of studying the relation between the year of immigration and the
country of birth of the foreign born, especially because of the light
which such a classification could throw upon the composition of the
“old” and ‘‘new’ immigration.

16 Rossiter, op. cit., pp. 78-70.
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The United States census reports present no statistics which would
provide material for any exhaustive analysis of the date bearing upon
this question. Nevertheless, two types of material are available.
The first refers to the principal race stocks, such as White, Negro,
Indian, and Orientalimmigrants. - The second contains a limited body
of information concerning the nationality, race, and language greups
among the white immigrant population.

Table 85 presents the facts relative to the first topie.

Tspue 35.—FPrr Cmyr DIisTRIBUTMON OF FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION, BY
Racs AND YBAR oFf IMMigraTION, FOR THE UNiTeD SraTEs: 1920 AnD 1910

CO%OR OR RACE
YBAR OF IMMIGRATION
Alldlogses|] White } Negro | Indlan | Chinose (Japanese
Total, 120 - e rmemma e 100. 0 100, 0 100.0 100, 0 100.0 100.0
Yeor of immigration:
1 L& 1.5 8.0 10.2 2.6 0.2
0.0 0.6 4.9 6.8 14 4.9
0.8 0.8 6.1 6.9 2.2 6.1
1.3 1.2 5.0 80 2.8 8.1
L5 1.4 4.4 5.0 3.0 5.4
3.2 3.2 5.1 4.9 2.7 4.0
1L 6 il.¢ 118 7.9 6.8 0.2
10.0 16.0 14,8 8.0 10,7 22.3
13.0 181 8.4 61 6.1 17.9
1900 or carlior. ... 41,4 41,7 13.7 13,8 52,6 12.3
ot roporteda v cecacmovccaacmnmacaanan 9.1 2.0 17.9 21,2 10.6 7.0
Totel, 1010.—.... v mmm i ———— 100. O 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Year of imuigration:
1910, t0 APF. 1B vv i rmm e an 1.7 L7 1.8 8.1 0.8 0.7
1800, - 4,3 4.3 5.8 3.7 2.5 2.4
3.1 3.0 5.2 L6 2.3 5.0
................. 6.2 6.2 6.4 1.2 L7 2.1
4.7 4.7 6.3 2.0 1,2 15,0
3.9 3.9 5,3 1Lb L0 11,4
.......................... 11 1Ll 13.8 6.2 8.3 25,9
- 7.0 7.8 10.0Q 5.3 6.0 18,7
- 8.8 8.8 8.7 4.8 7.5 2.6
- 30.6 30,7 19.0 25.2 6L6 2.8
.......................... 9.9 2.9 9,7 43,6 1.8 8.6
Period of immigration, incliuding disiribution
of tmmipranis for whom yeor was not re-
porled 1
FOURTEENTH CENSUS
100.0 100, 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
22,5 22.2 bb. 3 65.3 22,4 43.5
4.7 4, 4 28,4 41,8 0.5 22,8
17.8 17.8 25,9 23,7 12.9 20.7
3.9 3.9 8.0 17,8 18,8 43.2
17.6 17.6 17.8 11,3 12.0 %4.0
14,3 14.3 10.2 0.5 6.8 190.2
45,5 45,9 16,7 16.9 £8.7 13.3
THIRTEENTI CENSUL
Total, 1910... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100, 0 100.0 100.0
19011010, to Apr. 18 3.7 37,8 65,8 36.0 4.3 79.2
1006~1910, to Apr, 158 21.0 20.9 8L7 23.4 9.4 3.5
1901-1905_ . oo e 16.7 18.8 23.8 13,5 4.9 40,8
1000 or earlier.. v v e ee 62.3 62. 6 4.5 63.1 86,7 20.8

{ This distribution was made on the assumption that the proportions arriving during each period of

vears were the same for the {ramigrants for whom the year wes not reported ag for those for whom data
were received.
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One significant feature is brought out by this table in relation to
the foreign-born negroes enumerated in 1920 (73,803), and that is
the large proportion of them who have reached this country in recent
years. )

Examination of Table 85 indicates that only 13.7 per cent of the
foreign-born negroes reached the United States before 1901, as con-
trasted with 41.7 per cent for the foreign-born white. More than
this, there is evidence of an especially heavy accumulation of this
element for the lagt half decade preceding the census, 28.4 per cent
of negro immigrants having arrived in the years 1915-1919, whercas
a bare 5.5 per cont of the foreign white did so.

The territorial distribution of those newly migrated negroes is also
noteworthy. It appears that, throughout the period in question,
the bulk of negro immigrants had settled in New York, Florida, and
Massachusetts, particularly those arriving in 1917, 1918, and 1919.

The source of this immigration is disclosed by Table 150. Appar-
ently, this late addition to the Nation’s negro stock has come, not
from Africa, but chiefly from the West Indies. TFor, whereas, during
the period 1830 to 1879, immigration from these islands averaged
about 12,000 per decade, a sharp increase set in about 1880, which
continued at an increasing rate, until the decades 1900-1909 and
1910-1919 witnessed the entrance into this country of over 100,000
and 120,000, respectively.’® Since the population of the West Indies
is overwhelmingly megro,® it is reasonable to suppose that the
foreigners coming here from those islands were likewise largely of
negro stock.

The chances are, furthermore, that this recent influx of negroesis
heavily underreported, for migrants born in possessions of the United
States are not counted as foreign born. The population of Porto
Rico containg 27 per cent * negroes (including mulattoes) and that
of the Virgin Islands includes a much larger percentage; hence, there
is every likelihood that these islands are contributing an additional
quota of negroes to continental United States entirely comparable
in size to that furnished by the other islands in the West Indies.

One further fact may be observed in connection with Table 158.
This West Indian negro population is either very short-lived or very
largely composed of “birds of passage,” for, whereas about 91,000
negroes reached our shores during the years 1900-1919 only about
50,000 foreign-born negroes were enumerated in 1920 as having im-
migrated after 1900. In view of the fact that this group is concen-

17 0t, Fourteenth Consus Reports, Vol, IT, Ch, V1I, Table 8,

18 Central America and tho Atlantic Islands hoave also furnished Iarge contingents. Of. infra, Oh. V,
103,

¥ Of, p. 142, Negro Year Bool, 1018-19, Monros N. Work, editor: Tuskegee Institute, Alabama, 1010,
1., also, Toarster, op. cit.

» Fourteentl: Consus Reports, Vol. IIL, p. 11. The Conal Zone in 1920 had §0.8 per cont negroes in
its civilian population, but only 15.1 per cent were native born. Vol. 111, p. 1244,
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trated in coastal States, such as Florida, Massachusetts, and New
York, it is likely that reémigration is the factor mainly responsible for
the remarkable rapidity with which its numbers have been reduced.

Nothing has yet been said concerning the causes behind this
phenomenon, and very, little that is not conjecture can be said.
Presumably, two forces have been operative. The first is the rela-
tively rapid improvement of facilities for communication with the
West Indian Islands, consequent upon the development of trade in
fruit and sugar between them and the United States. It is note-
worthy, in this connection, that the foreign-born negro population
is concentrated in the three States in which a large part of the West
Indian traffic is carried on.

A second factor which might account for the sudden increase in
negro immigration during the past 10 years is, in all likelihood, the
acute labor shortage felt by this country because of the virtual ces-
sation of European immigration during the World War, and—labter—
because of this country’s participation in the war. As pointed oub
earlier in this section, a heavy Mexican immigration took place
during this same period, and it is probable that, in s similar fashion,
the West Indies fulfilled the role of an easily accessible reservoir of
labor power.

In conclusion, it may be pointed out that this movement will
probably continue, though on a somewhat smaller scale. As Ameri-
can industry expands, and as restrictive legislation curtails the
number of Buropeans who would otherwise enter the labor market,
every possible additional source of supply will be tapped. So
far as the French and British West Indies and the Haitian and
Dominican Republics are concerned, restrictive legislation may cub
down migration from them as well as from Europe, but within the
limits set by the restrictions a steady influx from them may be
expected, More than this, Porto Rico and the Virgin Islands, being
United  States territory, do not fall within the scope of such
restriction.

Discussion of the significance of this new negro migration must
wait upon the further analysis of the question that comes later in
this chapter.

The material bearing on the second portion of this aspect ol the
analysis of the year of immigration of the foreign born, namely,
the relation of year of immigration to nationality, ethnic, and
language grouping, is contained in Tables 36 to 40 and 150 to 154.

As already stated, no thorough discussion of this highly important
subject can be undertaken because of the limited nature of the
census tabulations at this point. Certain indivect data are, however,
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furnished by Tables 36, 37, and 150, while the remaining tables
embody the results of a special tabulation, made for the purpose of
this monograph, concerning some 3,700,000 foreign-born white per-
sons of 15 ethnic and language groups, and embracing 4 States and
4 large cities.

Three tendencies are manifested by these tables. The first is the
clear-cut distinction between the “old” or northern and western
Buropean immigration and the “new” or southern and eastern
immigration, with, however, two notable exceptions. The sccond is
the steady shifting in numenrical prominence from one nationality to
another. The third is the heavy increase in the last fow years of
Mexican and Canadian immigration.

The first conclusion concerning the “old” and “new” immigra-
tion is readily discerned in Tables 36, 87, and 38. From Table 36 it
is evident that during the decade 1880-1889 there set in a swilt
transition in the nationalities of the immigrants to this country,
those from northern and western Europe giving way to those from
southern and eastern Europe. The table shows further, that this
change has continued until, during the 10 years preceding the last
census, the northern and western Iuropeans furnished only 17.5 per
cent of the total immigration as against 62 per cent for the other
LBuropeans.

Table 38 derives similar conclusions from a different body of data.
It arrays the 15 European race and language groups included in the
special tabulation referred to above according to those originating in
north and west Europe and those originating in south and east
Europe and, further, according to the percentage of each group
immigrating before 1901.% Tt shows that, of those immigrants from
northern and western Europe included in the tabulation, who were
living in the United States in 1920, over 50 per cent had come before
1901, in 5 out of the 6 groups represented. On the contrary, in 5 of
the 6 southern and eastern uropean foreign-born race and language
groups shown as resident in this country in 1920, less than 30 per
cent of them had been in this country before 1901. Neverthe-
less, reference to Table 38 shows two national groups to be out
of line with the others. The Inglish immigrants are not, on the
whole, of such long standing as the other northern and western
Europeans, and the Bohemians and Moravians * have had so many
representatives here for 20 years or longer as to be entirely com-
parable with the “old” immigrants. Indeed, the latter show a
higher percentage of their number to have been in the United States
before 1901 than do the English.

# Tabla 37 contalns the materinl upon which Table 88 is based. ' % Or Ozechs.
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T 36.—Psr Cent DIsTrIBUTION OF IMMIGRAN' s Y ql{(l)-}tll[()N
PorMANENT RESIDENCE, BY Ducabums: I820-101¢

IMMIGBANTS AND THEIR GHILDREN

DECA LY
BEGION 1910 | 1000 | 1800 | 1830 | 1870
to | to to o to

1919 | 1000 | 1899 | 1880 | 1879

Total. . e 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 [ 100.0 { 100.0
d western Europe .
N?igtlzllgrdniz;lgn(}gmagy) ...... p - 1B 2210 4040 7250 58| BEG ‘)H j
Qther Turape A 7L0OY 478 18.0 6.3 8 i) WA
AlLOERer e 3 690 31 1L6| 179 [ RY 18]

1 For sources, see Table 150.
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TanLe 87.~—Psr Cent DIsTRIBUTION BY YBAR oF IMMIGRATION OF SELWCOTED
Grours oF Fonmian-BorN Wuire, 1N CmRrAIN UnBAN AND RURAL ARtas:

1000

1920
[For composition of areas considered, seo Tablo 14l
| COUNTRY OF BIRTI AND MOTHEI TONGUE
Beofana,
YEAR OF cotland, | v,

TMMIGRATION and | deland | Onnada Sywiiton

Total Wales | (English | (English | Canadn, {Bwud-

(English | .ond oud | (French) [ Vi
and | Celtie) | Coltie) ;
Celtic)
Total.. .__..... 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100, ¢

L3 2.7 0.4 4.3 3.4 0.4

0.4 0,4 0.1 L4 0.8 0.3

0.4 0.5 0.2 L4 11 L]

10 L1 0.7 2.2 L8 Lt

13 L4 L1 21 12 IN]

8.3 2.3 1.8 L8 L0 L4

1.5 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.8 i)

17.1 1.8 10.9 8.2 8.1 10,8

ﬁg 87 9.6 7.9 7.4 13,8

L 47.0 9.4 40,9 60. 8 67,3

1 L1 ] 08 1.7 1.4 7.9

COUNTEY OF BIRTH AND MOTHER

Den-

ik

{Han-
ish)

TONGUE—con tinued MOTHER TONGUE~ALL COUNTRIES
YEAR OF . o
IMMIGRATION R Bohemia
ussia and Mexie i
(Russian)| Mornvia | (Spanish)| (fhationy | German | Polish Viddish
(Czech)
100,0 100, 0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100, 0 100. 0
0.5 0.2 17.8 2.0 01 0.2 lv"" 1
05 0.1 7.8 03 01 01 0.3
o.e 0.1 8.4 0.8 0,1 0.4 0.5
0.8 0.3 10. 4 L§ 0.2 0.4 0.6
5.5 gig e it g'g ] i
B3| g 89| 153 83 o 5 154
2.7 16.7 10.6 29,4 0.8 23,8 26,4
87 15,2 5.3 20.8 8,5 15,7 22,6
6.5 8.4 9.0 2.0 63, 4 26. 3 21.0
5.6 8.1 4.0 9.1 4.8 20
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It appears, morcover, from Table 37, that a higher percentage of
the English resident in the United States, in 1920, had arrived during
the years 1918 and 1919 than in any other ILuropean group, “old”
or “new.”’” Clearly, Fnglish immigration has held up with consider-
able strength throughout the past 100 years, in contradistinction to
other elements in the “old’ immigration. So far is this the case that
Table 150 shows England, Scotland, and Wales together to have fur-
nished considerably more than one-third of the total north and west
Turopean immigration reaching this country in the decade 1910-1919.

In fact, as is brought out in the analysis of the nationality, racoe,
and langunge composition of the foreign stock that follows this
portion of the discussion, there are several racial and national groups
which fail to correspond to the tendency manifested by the “old”
immigration as a whole. Excepting the German and, to a slightly
lesser extent, the Irish, the other north and west Furopean peoples
display a considerable varianco from the trend manifested by the
totality of the “old” immigrants.*

It is more appropriate to discuss the full significance of theso con-
clusions in connection with the data upon which they are based than
at this portion of the study. It may, however, be pointed out hore
that the widely accopted division of the American foreign population
into “old” and “new’’ immigrant stocks, while generally useful as a
convenient summary expression, is neither so uniformly aceurate nor
so universally applicable as many students would seem to regard it.
TarsLe 838.—Fornran-ponnN Wurrs rrom NorrTuuryN anp Wesrney Kuropn

AND CENTRAL, SourHrrN, AND Bastery Burors, Accouniva mo Punr Cunr

ImvrgrariNg Burorw 1901, ror Senecerrp Grours IN Urban anD Runap
Arpas: 1920

REGION OF ORIGIN OR MOTHER TONGUE | Yer cont [| REGION OF ORIGIN OR» MOTIER TONGUE | Por cont

Northernt snd wostorn Gurope; Central, southern, and ocastern Baropo:
German. ... . 03.4 17,0
Ireland.. &0, 4 26,5
Swoden. 873 26,0
Norwiy.... 58, 6 20, 8
Doenmmark . . - 61,7 27,0
BTN TS SR 47,9 48,4

The second tendency demonstrated by these tables is the rapid
passing from one nationality to another of the leading position in
immigration, and, by the same token, in the nativity of the foreign
born. The facts are summarized in Table 39. This table reveals
the process already described, namely, the taking of the lead from
the immigrants coming from north and west European countries by
those coming from the south and east. Thus during the period

% Of infra Chart 4, p. 77,
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The figuves regarding the Mexicans ave truly remazkable. Barely
9 per cent of the Mexican population in this country has been here
for over 20 years, and over 52 per cent crossed the horder since 1915,
In this respect the Mexican population is unique among white immi-
grants, the foreign-born Indians heing the only other population
group showing such a high proportion of very vecent arrivals. The
causes of this recent influx of Mexicans have already heen discussed.
1t may be added that the present quota limitation laws do not apply
either to the Canadians or Mexicans; so that, with o continued expan-
sion of industry, and a continued curtailment of immigration from
the countries of Europe through restrictive legislation, there is every
reason to suppose that these clements will keep on coming into the
Northeastern and Southwestern border States. Attention should
also be called to the dovetailing of the facts brought out here regard-
ing Mexican and Canadian migration with those adduced above in
connection with the heavy settlement of recent immigrants in the

tuesl areas of the Southwestern snd Northeastern sections of the
country.

4. INTERRELATIONS BETWEEN YEAR OF IMMIGRATION, TERRITORIAL
DISTRIBUTION, AND NATIONALITY, RACE, AND LANGUAGE GROUP

Abundant evidence has already aceumulated to show that the
foreign population of this country is responding in its territorial dis-
tribution to a coraplexly related set of conditions. As the analysis
at the close of the preceding chapter showed, there sesms to he no
single cause primarily, controlling the settlement of the immigrant
and his children, but, rather, there appears to be a group of related
causes oll acting simultaneously, and all reacting upon each other.
Tt is accordingly to be expected that the several factors examined
in the feregoing discussion would, in some respects, show a reciprocal
relation to each other, and to the tendencies brought out previously.

At least one instance of such a tendency is discernible. There
appears to be o certain degree of correspondence between the terr-
torial distribution of the foreign-born white according to region of
origin, and according to year of immigration, as regards the “old”
immigraiion. only. Table 40 and Tables 151 to 154 embody the
material bearing on this point.

In Table 40 are shown the first 10 among the States according to
the percentage of foreign-born white born in northern and western
Burope and central, eastern, and southern Burope, and according to
the per cent immigrating in 1900 or earlier, and after 1900. The
table also presents “rank’’ coefficients of correlation for the per
cent in all States born in northern and western Europe and the per
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cent immigrating in 1900 or earlier, and for the per cent horn olse-
where in Europe and the per cent emigrating after 1900, Bosides
the crude coeflicients based on the ranking of all the States, adjusted
coofficients are presented based on all States except thoso having an
unusual per cent of Canadian or Mexican foreign born.

TanLe 40.—TFimsr 10 Srarss Anp “Rank’” Corrrrciunt or CORRELATION O
Prr Cont Digrrisurion or IForpieN-porN Wmrrn Porunarion, llaniun
AccorpING TO YEAR OF IMMIGRATION AND REGIoN oF Bigrn

[Deorivod from Table 164]

FIRST 10 $TATES RANKED ACCORDING TO PER CENT OF FORLIGN BORN
Born in northern and § . |

western Burope (in- Immig“‘&{;’%‘ui}‘ 0008 | 1 1 othor Buvope | Emmigmting sfter HAHD

cluding Germany)
Towa Iowa West Virginin Avizony
Utah Minnesota Ponngylvanin New Moxleo
South Dakota Souih Dakota Now York Wost Virglnla
Minnesota Nobragka Delaware Texns
Kontucky Wiseonsin Ohio Ponnsylviin
Idaho Kentucky Now Jorsoy Ohio
Naobraska Knnsns Mavyland Cuonneetient,
Wisconsin Utah Conneetlent Now York
Washington Idaho Touisinng Now Jorsey
Arkansos North Dakotn Illinols Delawaro

RANK COEFFICIENT OF CORRELATION (ALL STATES)

Por cent born in northern and western Buropo with por cont iinmigrading in 1000 and onrlor

e L Uy =l it )
Per cent born in other Tiurope with por cont immigrating nfter 1900, all States S R U
Por eont born in northern nnd western Europe with per cont immmigrating in 1000 and onrlter,

OIELING COILAIN SELES Tt eeee e et e cmmeean e m e m s o e e L. GHR
Por cont born in other Europe with por cont immigeating alter 1000, omitting cortuln Btatos 1, -

t States omitted, Maine, New ampshiro, Vormont, Toxss, Now Mexleo, aud Arlzona.

As just suggested, it is obvious that there is & positive and signifi-
cant corrolation, as regards the “old’’ immigration. Of the fizst 10
States, ranked according to per eent born in northern and wostorn Ihu-
rope, 8 are found in the first 10 ranked according to per cont immigrid-
ing in 1900 or earlier. The coeflicients based on all the States in each
series i3 +.695 £.050, while the adjusted coefficient is -+ .688 - .054,

Nevertheless, the corrclation does not, as might be oxpovted,
extend to the southern and eastern European nationality groups,
and to the foreign born who arrived after 1900, that is, to the “new??
immigrants. There are only 6 States common to the first 10 in each
column, and the coeflicients of correlation are only --.284--.080 for
all the States and +.4994.077 for tho sclected States. 'Whon it is
borne in mind that the selection of States entering into the adjustod
correlation is made specifically to eliminate the distortion duoe to tho
Mexicans and Canadians among the recent immigrants, the failuro
of the two series to show more then a suggestion of correlation despito
that adjustment is particularly striking
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1., COUNTRY OF ORIGIN OF FOREIGN STOOK

In Chapter III it was pointed out that the census carries the
classification of the foreign stock through two generations only-—
that is, the foreign born and the native born of foreign or mixed
parentage.! As shown in the same chapter, the a,.uthor of another
monograph in this series has found it possible partially to overcome
the inadequacy in the data resulting from this practice, and to esti-
mate the magnitude of that more inclusively defined foreign stock,
which consists of the descendants of all immigrants reaching this
country subsequent to 1790. This calculation did not, however,
attempt any subdivision of the foreign stock, as thus determined, into
its constituent national or ethnic elements,

Therefore, excepting for one calculation of limited scope, it has
not seemed wise to carry the study of the ethnic and nationality
structure of the foreign stock beyond the census classification. The
material available permits two sorts of analyses: First, the study of
the foreign-born white population on the basis of country of birth,
and, second, the determination of the country of origin of the total
foreign white stock. In addition, it is possible to arrive by caleu-
lation at & third type of data, the number of children of the native
born of foreign or mixed parentage in the United States, as of the
year 1900.

Before the discussion may proceed, however, cognizance must he
taken of a complicating factor to which brief reference has already
been made. This is the boundary changes following the World War.
Not less than 25 countries have undergone territorial changes as a
result of the war, many of them involving thousands of square miles.?
The consequence is, of course, that the data for the foreign-born
white as of 1920 are largely incomparable with those based on previ-
ous censuses. Indeed, certain countries, such as Lithuania and
Czechoslovakia, have been created from territory formerly belonging
to other powers, and do not appear at all as countries of origin of the
foreign white stock before 1920. Tt would be possible to recompute
the figures for 1920 so as to permit comparison with the earlier tabu-
lations. Such a procedure would, however, necessarily involve
arbitrary assumptions and give to the resulting figures an unwarranted
appearance of accuracy. Moreover, for the purpose of future studies,
it would make this portion of the monograph of little value, since it
is to be expected that, for a considerabls period, the present boundary
lines will persist and will form the basis for census tabulations. It
therefore seems best frankly to recognize a complete “break’” in
the data, beginning with the census of 1920, and to keep it in mind
throughout the tabulations and analyses based on such data.

1 8ca also Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol, II, Chs, VI and IX,
* Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol, II, Ch, VI, p, 687
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There is, however, one feature in which some adjustment of this
sort seems desirable, namely, the country of origin of the native born
of foreign or mixed parentage. The parents of most of this group
migrated from Europe prior to the events that have made over the
map of Europe, and any attempt to distribute them among the
countries as now constituted would involve so many unverifiable
estimates as to render the results unrelinble. Consequently, for this
class, as well as for the total foreign white stock, of which it forms the
dominant element, the pre-war classification of the countries of origin
is retained.

The first point to be examined is the country of birth of the foreign-
born population. Tables 41 to 45 and 155 and Chart 4 show the
situation for 1920 and for previous census years.?

The outstanding feature in the present distribution of the foreign-
born white is the proponderance of European-born immigrants,
especially of those orviginating in central, southern, and eastern
Europe. Of the 13 millions and more of forcign-born white included
in Table 41, some 86 per cent, or about 12,000,000, were born in
Europe, and 46 per cent, or about 6,350,000, were born in central,
southern, and eastern Xurope, leaving 40 per cent, or about 5,500,000,
who originated in northern and western Lurope. Of the remainder,
the majority came from America, 12.1 per cont, or about 1,600,000,
having been born in Central and South America, the West Indies,
Canada, or Mexico. The number of our foreign whites born in
Asia and other parts of the world is negligible.

Examination of the separate nationalities in Table 41 and-of the
10 leading nationalities in Table 42 emphasizes the numerical impor-
tance among the foreign born of the Turopean peoples, although the
large number of Germans remaining from carlier waves of immigration
somewhat obscures the predominance of the central, southern, and
eastern Europeans. Nevertheless, the four leading nationalities from
the latter region slightly outnumber the four most numerously repre-
sented northwestern European countries of birth, the Italian, Russian,
Polish, and Austrian composing 34.4 per cent of the total foreign-
born white, as against a combined percentage of 80.4 per cent for the
German, Irish, English, and Swedish.

As stated carlier in this chapter, it is the northern and western
Luropean stock that constitutes the so-called “old” immigration,
and the central, southern, and eastern European, from which most
of the “new” immigration is drawn.* In terms of this classification,
it is manifest from the foregoing that the ‘“new” immigration is
clearly in the ascendency among the foreign-born white population,

8 Bee also Fourteenth Census Reports, Val, I, Ch, VI,
4 It includes also the Lovantine Asiatic,
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although the most numerous of the ““old” immigration, to wit, the
German element, still maintains a slight lead over every other single

national group.

Tasre 41.—CounTRY OF BiTH oF THE TOREIGN-BORN WHITE POPULATION,
ror THE UNITED SraThs: 1920

FOREIGN-BORN FOREIGN-BORN
WERITE POPULATION! WHITE POPULATION?
1920 1020
COUNTRY OF BIRTI, COUNTRY OF RIRTH,
FOSTWAR DOUNDARIES Per POSTWAR BOUNDARIES Por
cont cent
Number } qich. Noamber digtrl-
bution bution
A eonnlre8. e 13,712, 764 100.0 }| Central, southern, and east-
orn Europo—~—COontinued.
LU o R 11,877,981 8. 6 Greets..... e ———— 176,972 138
Albania. R , 008 ®
Northwestern Zurepe......-.| 5,514,978 40.2 taly... .| 1,010,100 11,7
England 812,828 5.9 Spain.... - 40, 247 0.4
Seotland_... 254, 567 19 Portogaloeae oo 87,453 0.6
nles_ . _ 07, 008 0.5
Ireland.. 1,037,233 7.6 || Other Europe 2....--. m———— 5, 001 0]
S w4
'wedon.._ \
Donmaric.- 189, ot L4 A 110, 450 0.8
otherlan 131, 706 L .
elgium az086 | 0p || Armomit. o — WEL WP
Luxemburg._ 12,585 L St - 51000 0.4
Switzerland 18,650 | 0.9 Y Turkay in Asia__.1- 1 o) o1
FEOT0O - oo 118, 560 0.p il Other Asia ... 7,708 0.1
Algace-Lorraine. - 34,321 0.3
Germony. e { 1,086,102 12,3 Amerlea . 1,656, 801 12,1
Central, southorn, and east- .
orm BUF0DS ..o oo L I anel E
oland........ » 130,978 8.3 || Newfoundlond .- o7770C 13, 242 0t
Ozechoslovak 382, 436 2.8 | Mevico TTTmmemeessesas 478’ 383 35
TP Fneast L2 ‘West Indlei LT T osn| 0.2
Yugoilavia. moj 437 o Central and South Ameriea... 20, 929 0.2
Russia....._ 1,400, 489 10.2
Lithwanin .o ooo oot 135, 063 1,0 Other countrios......... 87, 512 0.5
Finland . .o 140, 824 1.1
RUmpni .« ccoceoccannan 102,823 .7 || Atlantic Islands...___.... —— 38, 084 0.3
Blﬂ%{\rin .................. 10,477 0.1 || Anstralia._.. 10, 801 0.1
Turkey in Burops........ 5,284 (0] Al other. e e 17,721 0.1

1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent.

3 Comprlses Danzig, Tlume

8 Bxpept possossions of the

nited States.

,USnar Basin, and Y Furops, not speelfied,”

Tasne 42.—TFmsr 10 CounTrizs or Bmrn or Formian-
BORN WHITE POPULATION, ror ruE UNITED STATES: 1920

FOREIGN-BORN WHITE
POPULATION: 1020
COUNTRY OF BIRTH, POSTWAR BOUNDARIES
|
Per cont
a Number | 5ota)
1 Qermany...ao-... Ammedammwesmnam e —— . a——nn 1, 686, 102 12.3
2 Italy oo 1, 610, 109 11.7
2 Russia...... 1,400, 489 10.2
4 Poland 1,130, 978 8.3
[ Cannda (French and *“Other”).... 1,117,878 8.1
3] Treland. ... _ll. 1,037, 233 7.6
7 England ... 812, 828 5.9
8 SR LEe L S 625, 580 4.6
g AUSEIB e oo ealan 575, 625 4.2
10 JL 5. L TR 478, 383 3.5
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Special note should be taken of that portion of the foreign-born
white population tabulated as Russian, for this group is probably the
most ambiguously classified of any in the census. It is made up
only to a cortain degree of true Russians, in the ethnic sense, and
consists principally of Hebrews who happen to have been born within
the limits of Russin.®

The enumeration of immigrants born in Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Yugoslavia, Lithuania, and Albania is also of particular interest.
All of these countries were croated as separate political entities after
the World War; so that an adequate count of the number of their
natives resident in this country appoars for the first time in the present
census. Their combined contribution to the forcign-born white pop-
ulation is noteworthy—over 1,800,000, or 13.1 per cont of the total.
It is interesting to speculate as to how large a proportion of the
“Germans,” “Austro-Flungarians,” “Russians,” and “Groeks” of
previous consuses would have been cenumerated otherwise, if the
present basis of classification had been usod.®

Among the non-Ituropean foreign born, those coming from North
America aro, as has been stated, most numerous. The two countries
most heavily represented are Canada and Mexico. The Canadians—
French and non-French—are, in fact, among the first five nation-~
alitics in theforeign-born group, smounting to 1,117,878, or 8.1 pereent
of the total foreign-born white population. The Mexicans are tenth,
having slightly less than 480,000, and composing 3.5 per cent of the
total. It should be borne in mind, however, that the heavy terri-
torial concentration of both Canadian and Mexican born immigrants
makes them of far greater ethnic and sociological importance, in the
regions where they ave settled, than their ranking in the total foreign-
born population would suggest.

A comparison of the relative position of thoe foreign-born national
groups in tho present census with previous consuses has been made in
tho preceding chapter.” Tables 43, 44, and 45, and Chart 4 furnish
additional material. In the case of the European immigrants,
both Tables 43 and 44 roveal the same swift and steady transition
from “old” to “‘new”’ already noted. TFrom Table 43 it appears that,
whereas, in 1850, the northern and western Europeans made up 90
per cont of the total foreign born, as against 0.5 per cent for central,
eastern, and southern Buropeans, in 1880 the former had dropped
to 81.7 per cent and the latter had risen to 4.3 per cent, and in

& In 1920, 56.5 per cont of the Russian-born population was reportod as of “Yiddish and ITobrow'! mother
tongue.

¢ It should be remoembered that Yugoslavia includes what was formerly Serbia and Montonegro.

7 Cf, supra, Ch. IV, Table 39,
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1920 the percentages were 39.6 per cent, and 45.7 per cent, respec-
tively. It should be noted, however, that the relative decrease of
northern and western Buropean elements has not been wholly due to
central, southern, and eastern European migrations. A part of the
difference has been made up by a slight gain in the number of Asiatic-
born foreigners, and by a heavy increase of American-born, particu-
larly Mexicans, and Central and South Americans.®

Graphic expression is given to this set of phenomena in Chart 4.
The total north and west European population is seen to have in-
creased steadily to 1890, and to have dropped off slowly since then,
whereas the central, south, and eastern elements have grown by
leaps and bounds from relative insignificance until they have now
outstripped the other group. Incidentally, the chart depicts clearly
the acceleration in the rate of decrease in the one group, and the
slackening 'in the rate of increase of the other during the decade
just closed. '

Some account has already heen given of the shifting in position
of the various nationalities from one census year to another. Tables
43 to 45 permit a closer examination of the same subject. From
Table 44, which shows the increase or decrease of each national
group from one decade to another, it is seen that, in general, the
natives of northern and western Furope have been diminishing
stoadily in numbers since 1890—that is, since the end of the decade
in which the tide of immigration turned from “old” to “new.” On
the other hand, from that same date, those born in other portions of
Europe have mounted steadily in numbers. The gain in numbers
of those born in certain south Kuropesn countries is particularly
noticeable. Not only has Italy sent a steadily swelling stream of her
natives to this country, but other south European countries, such
as Greece, Spain, and Portugal, have also furnished rapidly accumu-
lating bodies of immigrants, more particularly in the past two or
three decades. The increase in the Greek population in this country
since 1880 is spectacular, there having been barely 776 Greeks here
in that year, as against 8,500 in 1900 and 175,900 in 1920. From
11900 to 1910 the Greek element in this country increased by over
1,000 per cent. The Spanish have also been adding rapidly to their
numbets in this period, showing an increase of 213.6 per cent from
1900 to 1910, and of 124.1 per cent from 1910 to 1920. There thus
seems to have been, in very recent years, s definite southward drift
of the starting point of European immigration to the United States.

f8Tn order to obtain a long-range comparison, these tables are for the total foreign born, and therefore
include the small pumber of foreign-born nonwhites,
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Cuarr 4.—LunorEAN-2ORN PorvLarioNn or tur Unrrep Strates, Y Rueron
AND SpreEcrep CouNrtriks or Braru: 1850-1020
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TapLE 48.—Country oF BInTH or FOREIGN-BORN

[Flgures for each consus year rolate to

NUMBER
COUNTRY OF BIRTH
1920 1010 1900 1800 1880 1870
i 1 | Total foreign BOMM..cvovemeennnn 13, 920, 092 13, 515, 886 10, 841,270 | 9, 249, 560 | 6, 679, 943 | G, 667, 220
] TBLOPE e m e mmw e mmmm 11, B82, 063 (11,701,841 | 8,871,780 | 8 020,608 | 5, 744, 311 | 4, 036, 618
k 3 | Northwestern Burope..e-no-mee &, 516, 202 | 6, 550, 304 | 6,806,101 ( 7, 165, 646 | 5,401, 226 | 4,815,171
4 England. . ... .| 813,853 877, 710 840, 613 009, 092 864, 160 656, 046
oy i Scotland 54,570 | 261,076 | 233,624 | 242,231 | 170,130 | 140,835
> [i] Wales_.. - 67, 066 82, 488 U3, BE6 100, 079 83, 302 74, 533
7 Ireland. 1,037,234 | 1,859 251 { 1,015,469 | 1,871,500 | 1,854,571 | 1,855, 827
8 Norway.- 363, 863 408, 877 336, 388 322, 665 181,720 114, 246
9 Sweden.. . 828, 585 606, 207 582, 014 478, 041 194, 337 97,332
10 Denmark . 189,154 | 181,040 | 183,600 | 132 543 64, 106 30, 107
11 Nuotherlands. 131, 760 120, 063 04, 031 81, 828 58, 000 46, 802
12 Belgium.... 62, 687 48, 400 20, 767 22, 639 18, 635 12, 553
13 Luxemburg 12, 85 3,071 3,081 2, 882 12, 836 &, 802
14 Switzerland 118, 650 124, 848 118, 693 104, 069 88, 621 76,153
15 France.....- - 153, 072 117, 418 104,107 113,174 106, 971 116, 402
16 GErmany oo ooccmecamanan 1, 080, 108 | 2,311,237 | 2, 663,418 | 2, 784,804 | 1, 066, 742 | 1, 090, 583
17 | Central and eastorn Europe. 4,448, 737 | 3,712,804 | 1,473,228 035, 735 221, 034 03, 016
18 Poland oo 1,139,079 | 2037, 884 883,407 147, 440 48, 607 14, 436
19 Czechoslovakia. 362,438 | .o |ccercceno e accccemn|em e e [ e
20 Austria. ..o - 575,627 | %845, 556 432, 08 241,377 124, 024 70,797
21 Hungary-_. 307, 283 485, 609 145,714 62, 435 11, 520 , 737
22 Yugoslavif. oo cecmnonanaa- pLCIEIE: O N N
23 Sarbia. e 4, 630 .
gé %Iontenogro Tt i 5,874 |
jt 1 , 405 iy
2 " 135, 068 }’1!184"*12 423,720 } 182,044 | 85,722 4,644
27 149, 824 129, 680 02, 641
28 102, 823 65, 923 16,082 |ocmcmacmmn i mamamwmms|mmcamcmcaen
26 10, 477 11,408
30 5, 284 332,230 | 49,010 41,830 11, 206 4302
31 1,011,213 | 1,526,875 530, 200 2006, 648 68, 266 25, 863
g§ 175, 976 10% 282 8,615 1,887 776 390
34 ] 1,010,113 | 1,343, 195 | 4840277182 580 |44, 530 Uin 167
35 49, 535 22,108 7,060 0, 185 5, 121 3,704
36 69, 981 59, 360 30, 608 15,996 8, 138 4, 542
37 5, 801 2,858 2,251 12,879 3, 786 1,678
38 ASI e 237, 950 101, 484 120, 248 113, 306 107, 630 64, 665
ig .'r}nl:netqia ....................... 36, 628
ot . b
o | Byrigo sal |l | © ® O @
42 | Turkey in ASifcemn oo 11,019
43 | China 43, 560 56, 756 81, 634 106, 701 104, 468 63, 042
44 | Japan - 81, 502 67,744 24,788 2,202 401 73
45 | India — 4,001 " 4,064 2,031 2,143 1,707 586
46 | Other ASIB .o oone oo crcimeeae 5, 236 2,601 11,895 2,260 1,054 864
47 Amerlea oo, 1,727,017 | 1,489,231 '] 1,317,380 | 1,088,245 | 807,230 | 551,335
48 | Canada—Frencho... ... ... 385, 083 305, 126 302, 496
40 | Canada—Other 8. 819, 554 784,706 078,442 717,157 403, 164
g(l) Iélegfoundlund .. 5,080 |l 810
WD . e e cccamaicnaan 15,133 11, 081 . 8,917 G
52 | Other West Indies oo | ripaes |r B SUE| Gin
53 | MeXiCO-yenme s mamnm s . 221,915 | 103,303 77,853 08, 309 42,435
54 | Central America. . - 4,91 , 736 3,807 1,192 707 301
55 | Bouth America.. .owenwneenea_- 8,298 4,733 5,006 4, 566 3,505
56 Allother®.__ ... _...... 73,672 43,330 31, 808 27,311 20,772 14,711

1 Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent.
2 Persons roported in 1910 as of Polish mother tongue horn in Germany (98,182 males; 01,014 females)
Austria (199,485 males; 128,033 females), and Russia (270,363 males; 148,007 females) have been deductec{

from the respective countries and combined as Poland for comparison with number reported in 1920 as
born in Poland,

3 Albanig included with Murkey in Burope in 1910,
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PoruvarroN, ror THR Unrrep Srarms: 1850-1920
countries ng constituted in that year]

NUMAER~—continued PER CENT DISTRIBUTION
1860 1850 1020 1910 1900 1890 1880 1870 1880 1850
4,138,607 | 2,244, 602 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,01 1
3,805, 701 | 2,081,867 85,4 87,2 85,8 80.7 86.0 88.7 02,0 00,6 | 2
3,748,286 | 2,021,240 30,6 48,6 66,4 7.6 81,7 80, 6 90.5 0.0 3
438, 404 278, 676 0.8 6.0 8.1 9.8 0.9 10.0 105 12,41 4
108, 518 70, 660 1.8 L0 24 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.0 11 b
4%, 763 20, 808 0.5 0.0 0.9 1.1 L2 1.3 L1 131 6
1,011,304 061, 710 7.5 10.0 15,6 20,2 2.8 33,3 38,9 42,81 7
43, 908 12,078 20 3,0 3.3 4.5 2.7 21 L1 0.6] 8
18, 625 3, 54 4.5 49 6.0 6.2 2.9 L7 0.0 021 9
9, 962 1,838 1.4 L3 L5 1.4 L0 0.5 0.2 01110
28, 281 0, 848 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.4 111
0,072 1,313 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1]12
_________________________ 0.1 O] 0] ) 0.2 0.1 .|
63, 327 13, 358 0.9 0.9 L1 11 1.3 L3
108, 870 54, 060 1.1 0.9 Lo 1.2 1.8 2.1
1,270, 075 588, 174 12.1 11 2.8 30.1 20.4 30.4
35, 047 2,160 32,0 27,6 14,2 6.0 3.4 17
Ty 298 |ommeicicnn 8.2 0.9 3.7 16 0.7 0.3
2.6
4.1
2.9
L2

36, 790 1,135 17 1.4 L3 1.2 1.6 1.2 0.9 0.1 |38
[

® ® ‘ ' } 137 U ISR AU U SR M P

0.1 42

35, 565 758 0.3 0.4 0.8 2 16 1.1 0p| © |48

""""""""""""""""""" 10'0 lg)'ﬁ (1?'2 gg (:; %3 I ﬁ

1,231 U 8 El) 0.1 ﬁ‘) I O 77 46

968,285 | 168,484 24| 10| 1a7) 1s| 121 9.9 7.0 7.5 | 47

2,9 2.8 38 3.3 48

240,070 | 147,711 5.0 o 7.6 7.3t 107 8.9 6.0 0.6 40

8} (?)1 """ R ’ 01 0.1 ‘ o

e | sl ELLCRI RN wsi 81 4l o2) o3l

27, 460 13,317 3.5 1.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.6 |33

233 141 0] ) 8 O] ® O] ) (O] 54

3, 203 1,543 0.1 01| 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 | 55

7,915 43,116 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 1956

i Turkey in Asia included with Turkey in Burope prior to 1010, .,

¢ Includes “Eum}m, not specified ' at each census, and Danzig, Fiume, and Saar Basin in 1620

¢ Nowfoundland included with Canada prior to 1010

7 Txeept possessions of the United Slates. . . “

& Africn, Australin, Atlantic Islands, Pacific Islands excopt possessions of the United States, ‘‘country
not specified,’” and born at sea.

-~
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TaBLE 44.—INCREASE IN FOREIGN-BORN Porunarioxy BY

The Increases and decreases for each decade have been based on the numbers of persons reported, at the
[ in which the consuses were tnken, The increases and deoreases for the decade 10101920 are, th'e?efore,
piace within that decade, Per eent not shown where base is loss than 100. A minus sign (—) denotes

1010-1920 19001910 1800-1000
COUNTRY OF BIRTE
Number [Per cent|l Number [Percent| Number [Percent
1| Total foreign DOMM. e e euremen 404, 808 3.0 3,174,610 80.7 1,001, 716 11,8
9 BUI0PBauaueanm —mm——— 00, 212 0.8 2,920, 061 32,9 851,172 10, 6
Qountries with unchanged
bhoundaries since 1910:
3 England.-c.cvnan - —{i3, 806 —T7.3 37,206 4.4 ~08, 579 —7, 5
4 Seotland . - —B8, 508 —2.5 27, 552 11.8 —8,707 -3.8
5 Wales. ... I —15,422| —187 ~14,098 | —11.9 —6,408 | —6.5
6 Yreland .| —815,017 —-23.3 —263,208 | ~16,3 —256,050 | ~18,7
7 Norway. - -40, 014 —~0,9 07,489 20.1 13,723 4.8
8 Swedon . - -39, 622 —0.0 83, 193 14,3 103,073 21,7
9 Netherlands.. - 11,708 9.7 25,132 26. 5 13,108 16,0
10 Luxemburg. - 9,514 | 3008 40 1.3 149 5.2
11 Switzerland .. - —6, 186 —b,0 9, 255 8,0 11, 524 11,1
12 Finland. ... - 20, 144 16,6 67,039 10704 O e
13 Spaln..__ - 27,427 1241 15, 058 213.6 865 14.0
14 Portugal . e anaen 10,621 17.9 28, 752 03.9 14, 612 91.3
Countries with changed boun-
darles sinee 1010:
15. Denmark - o ovoeareean 7, 505 4.1 27, 959 18.2
10 Belgium .o 13, 287 28,9 19,643 66.0
17 France 35, 654 30.4 13, 221 12.7
18 67006111215 7 -625,120 | —27.0(f ? 302,181 | ~13.2
10. Austria. .. 2-200,628 | —3L9 2412, 757 05, 4
20 Tungary. oo —08,326 | ~10.8 349, 805 240,1
21 Russia and Lithuania 4351, 151 20,6 2760, 686 179,56
22 Rumania 36, 000 . 60,0 50, 891 338.0
8 Bulgaria._ oo -1,021 —8.9 11,498 ...
24 Turkey in Burops.---.oc.. —26,040 | —83.6 822,320 225,2
25 Greece 74, 004 8.9 02,767 | 1,089.5 6, 628 351, 2
26 L7 2066, 088 19,9 859, 008 177,56 301,447 165.1
Countries organized stneo 1810:
27 Poland 2202, 085 2L5 2 b4, 477 144.0 235, 087 160, ¢
28 Czechoslovakig oo oo 362,438 |.evmrmen -
20 Yugoslavia. 169,420 [occeeeeaec e ananan . -
30 ATDBNIA e 5, G0B [C) 1 O | E, -
81 | Other Burope f.euvecwuunn . 3,043 108.5 10, 620 471, 8 —10,328 | —82.1
32 ABI e eceian ammenan—— 46, 4606 24.3 71, 236 59.2 6, 852 6.0
33| Armenia. o
54| Dalestine. .. a,0%2| 20| 209,720 |mmnnee R
36 | Turkey in A
37 | Ohine....... —-13,196 | —23.3 ~24, 778 1 ~30.4 —25,167 | —23. 6
38 | Japan. 13, 758 20.3 42, 958 173.3 22,496 081. 5
30 | India_._ 2037 &1 2, 633 120.6 —~112 —5. 2
40 | Other A 2, 645 102.1 -9,804 | —~78.2 9, 635 426.3
4 P8 T o ) SR, 237,786 16.0 171, 851 13.0 220,135 21.1
42 | Canada~—French d ... —77,207 | —20.1 ~10, 043 2.5 92, 630 30.6
43 | Canada—Other 8. w—— —2, 415 —0.3 84,758 4.4 108, 364 15.7
44 | Newloundland * . 8,160 160.8 B, 080 [mvncecemr|[~mamcmamresan]aaamm e n
45 | West Indies bu_oooroorenn 81,827 65.8 22, 200 87.3 2,179 0,4
46 | Moxleo..... - 204,503 | 110.2 118,522 114.6 25,540 | 32.8
47 | Central and South America..... 13, 490 135, 6 1,334 155 2,432 39.2
48 AN obhor T 30, 342 70,0 11, 462 36.0 4, 857 18,7

L Finland included with Russia prior to 1900,

1 Persons reportod in 1010 as of Polish mother tongue born in Germany (98,182 males; $1,914 females)
Anstrla (199,485 males; 120,933 femnales), and Russia (270,303 males; 148,007 femnales) have been deducte
ligm]n tén} r(]xﬁgggctlve countries and combined 88 Poland for comparison with number reported as born in

oland in

{Altbail‘)l{toiuéluded with Turkey in Europe in 1010. Turkey in Asis included with Turkey in Europe
prior to 1910,
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CouNTRY OF BIRTH, FOoR THE UNITED STaTmEs: 1850-1920

heginning and end of tha decado, as having been born in the specified countries as constituted in the yoars
z&ﬁected,]in the cnso of cortain countrios, by the changes in tho boundaries of those countries which took
oeronse

1880-1890 1870-1880 1860-1870 1B50~1880
Number | Percont | Number | Porcent|| Number | Percent| Number | Percont
2, 569, 017 38, 6 1, 12,714 20,0 1, 428, 532 34.5 1, 894, 005 8.4 1
2, 276, 207 30.6 807, 603 10.4 1, 130, 917 0.9 1,773, 834 87.3| 2
244, 032 30.9 100, 114 10,7 121, 662 28,0 154, 810 65,6 3
72,005 42,4 20,301 20.8 32,317 20.8 87, Uog 0381 4
16,777 20,1 8,760 1.8 248, 770 2.0 14, 805 B2 b
16,038 0.9 ~1,250 ~0.1 244, 523 15,2 [ 601 6
140, 936 77.6 07,483 59,1 70, 261 150.7 31,817 701 7
283, 704 140.0 07, 005 09.7 78, 707 422,06 15, (66 423.3 | 8
23, 738 40.9 11,288 241 18, 521 a6, & 18, 48 W24 9
—{, 964 —77.8 7,034 121.2 (041" VRO | PSRN S [T 10
x15' 448 17.4 13,408 17.0 11;.1, 826 40.0 l:lll, 908 200.2 }]2
Loe4 | 20,8 1,867 | 86.1 —480 |TEILE L@ 36°8°) 1
7,858 96,6 8, 600 79.2 428 10.8 2, 842 203,1 | 14
08, 347 100. 5 34, 080 113, 20, 145 202,2 8,124 442,06 | 16
7,104 45,7 2,082 23.8 3, 481 38.4 7, 160 600,01 10
6,208 5.8 ~0, 431 —8.1 G, 632 5.9 i, 801 032117
818,152 41,6 276, 200 16,3 414, 458 32.6 002, 301 186118
117,353 4.0 53, 227 75, 2 45,730 182. 5 24,118 2,040.2 | 10
§0, 000 441, 7 7,789 208, 4 3,737
1140, 922 4118 131,078 000, 2 11,484
""""" Tg34 TR Ao | i
1,111 480 90,0 G2
138, 350 27,073 167.8 8, 480
98, 883 84,121 230.4 7,188
2,108 125.0 275 18.6 1,403 ... wenunl 81
G, 760 6.4 43, 005 66,7 27,700 75,0 25, 001 8,141, 0| 32
33
1 5 t) ) #
(O TR RO —. [ B (O T - e ® a6
30
2,233 21 41,420 a5 7 27,477 773 34, 807 4,802.0 | 87
1,801 4716 B8 |- 73 a8
3 26.0 1,121 1913
1,200 114, 4 100 22,0
281, 016 348 256, 805 46.4 263, 050 012 119, 801 71,1141
42
} 203, 781 36.8 223, 003 45.3 243, 494 914 102, 260 00.2 {ﬁ
6, 855 41.8 4,831 41,8 4,217 &7, 4 1, &81 27.4 ) 48
0,464 13.8 25, 064 61,2 14, 060 5.8 14, 140 1062 [ 40
025 17.5 1,407 30,4 370, 1.8 1,812 107.6 | 47
6,530 LG 6,061 41,2 6,706 8.9 —8f, 201 ~8L.G | 48

1 Includes “ Europe, not specifled ” at each census, and Danzlg, Fiume, and Sanr Bagin in 1920,

§ Newfoundland included with Canada prior to 1010,

¢ Bxcopt possessions of the United Stafoes.

¥ Africa, Australla, Atlantic Islands, Pacifle Islands except possessions of the United States, “country
not spcciﬁcd," and born at sea. .

43381°—27 7
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1870 to 12,800 in 1880; decrensed to 2,900 in 1890; increased again
by & seant 1,000 over the period of two decades, and then suddenly
swelled their numbers to 12,500 in 1920, at the remarkable rate of
309.8 per cent. The French seem to have gone through a similar
process, having reached a high point of aboub 116,000 in 1870,
10 years before the first peak reached by the Luxemburgers, and
after 30 years of alternating gains and losses, due perhaps to the
detachment and the later reannexation of Alsace-Lorraine, to have
established a new high record in the present census. On the other
hand, the Duteh have inereased steadily throughout the 70-year period
for which statistics are avallable. Clearly, France and the “low
countries’’ are out of line in comparison with the rest of northern
and western Europe, in that they have continued sending newcomers
to this country in fairly large numbers during the period when the
migration from neighboring countries was falling off rapidly. So
far as the writer is aware, this very interesting fact has not been
given more than passing notice heretofore by students of the immi-
gration question, and no attempt has been made to establish the
causative factors behind it.

A very striking feature of the “new” immigration is the astound-
ing rate of increase shown by certain nationalities over various
intervals. TFor instance, the Italians have increased at a rate of over
100 per cent in every decade but two from 1850 to 1920.2 This record
means, of course, & very rapid growth from relatively small beginnings.
Thus, the Italians increased by only 7,998 in the poriod 1850-1860;
but in 18701880 their numbers swelled by over 27,000; in 1880-1890,
by over 138,000; in 1890-1900, by over 300,000; and in 1900-1910, by
nearly 860,000—the heaviest numerieal increment shown by any
nationality over the entire 70-yoar period.

In Chart 4 the rapid growth of these south and east Euvopean
populations is expressed by the steep slope of the curves representing
them. The contrast between these curves and those for the north
and west Iuropeans—for instance, the Russians compared with the
Duteh—is striking. v

The data for the American immigration are so incomplete as to be
valueless for comparative purposes, especially in the case of Canada.
The most significant feature of the forcign-born population from
other portions of America is its rapid increase in recent years, this -
increase being particularly noteworthy in the case of Mexico.

? The Austrians, Groeks, and the Russians and Lithuanions showed even higher rates of increase, for
shorter periods,
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It would be interesting to frace the many and diverse cousal
circumstances accompanying the nationality distribution of the for-
cign-born population in 1920 and in earlier consus years. The
subject is, however, too extensive and complex to bo treated in this
monograph.’® It may be pointed out, howoever, that thoe investigator
who is seeking light upon this question will find the data presented
in this portion of the study of value in supporting and checking
his conclusions.

One further topic of general significance may bo noted here, in
connection with the widely observed classification of tho forcign
born into “old” and ‘“new” immigration. This portion of the
study shows this distinction to be of substantive value when applied
to whole regions and over a considerable period of time, but to be
of less validity whon brought to bear on separate nationalitics ov for
short periods of time.

It is self-evident that, generally speaking, northerm and westorn
European immigration hag been giving way to contral, southern,
and eastern European immigration since about 1800, and that, as n
result, the foreign-born population of the United States is now pro-
dominantly made up of “new” immigrants from Russin, lLtaly,
Austria, Poland, and adjoining countries, and not of “old” immi-
grants from Germany, Ireland, England, Scandinavia, and neighbor-
ing nationalities. Generally speaking, this is true, but particularly
gpeaking, it is not true. Some northwestern lburopean nationalitioy
fall clearly within the chronological limits ordinarily assigned tho
“new’ immigration; such are France, Belgium, Luxemburg, and the
Netherlands, as well ag the Scandinavian countries, and, in somo
degree, England. Contrariwise, certain of the contral, southern,
and eastern INuropeans were coming here in large numbers during tho
years when the “old” immigration was in the ascendancy., ‘This,
certainly, was the case with the Bohemians * and probably with the
Poles,”? while o considerable number of Ltalians can also elaim onumoen-
ation as “old” immigrants, there having becn over 11,000 Iinlian-
born in this country as early as 1860, 17,000 in 1870, and 44,000 in
1880. There is, obviously, no such clear-cut distinetion botwoen the
“old” and “new” immigration as many students appear to believe,

In this connection, reference to Chart 4 proves lluminating. Xt
serves to show how widely certain nationalities divergo from

10 Tho question {3 diseussed at somo length in the Roport of the]United States Inunigration Comundssion,
Vol. I, pp. 161-204, and Vol. IV, The writer finds himself unably to sgros with tho report's stressing of
economic, as ageinst political and religlous causes of immigration In the cago of tho “now”  immigraty,
and belioves, further, that the roport seriously underrates the economie factors actuating the “‘old" hnmi-
gration, on the one band, and the political, socinl, and religioug Influences motivating the “now® hnmigra.
tion, on the other. Of. Infra, pp. 111, 112, and 116,

1 See supra, Oh, IV, 8ce. 3, Table 38, and accompanying toxt,

12 Some of them wore counted as “ German,” “Russian.’’ and “Austzlan’ in carlier” yoars. Of. suprs,
Table 43, and p. 76.
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the trend imputed to the “old” immigration as a whole. It also
suggests the source of the error into which most students have fallen
in this matter. The curve for all the ‘“old” or north and west
European immigrants is shown at the top of the chart. It rises
fairly steeply from 1850 to 1890, falling off thereafter, at first slowly,
but with considerable rapidity in the decade 1910-1920. Now, the
remarkable feature about this chart is that only one of the separate
countries shown here exhibits curves similar to this., The curve
for the Irish begins to flatten out in 1870, and declines with increasing -
sharpness from 1880 {0 1920. The English curve parallels the “old”
immigration curve fairly closely up to 1890, but goes its own way after
that, showing a slight increase from 1900 to 1910, and a much less
precipitous decrease in the last decade than the other curve. The
trend shown for the French population is entirely atypical. Begin-
ning with 1860, it continues almost flat, with slight “ups and downs”
until 1900, after which it registers an increase. More remarkable
is the course taken by the Dutch curve, a rapid increase from 1850 to
1860, and a slightly less rapid growth maintained steadily from that
year down to the present. Finally, the Swedish foreign born show
a trend which, over the 40 years from 1850 to 1890, parallels very
closely that of the ‘‘new” ipumigration; in fact, during the two
decades following 1850, the Swedes display a steeper rate of increase
than either the ILtalians or Russians, Even after 1880, the Swedish
population registers a steady growth down to 1910, and, like the
English, only a moderate decline in the last decennium. The only
curve whose configuration is similar to that shown for the “old”
immigration is that for the German bom, and herein probably lies
the factor that has confused the issue. The Germang have been
first or second among the foreign born since 1850, and, since 1890
have been the predominant element among the ‘““old’ immigration.
So overwhelming have been their numbers that they have determined
the trend for-the combined north and west Buropean group. In sum, the
chart shows that conclusions hased on the total of the north and west
European foreign born accurately describe only the course taken by
the numerically preponderant German-born element in that group;
that it approximates more or less the course of the English and
Irish population; and that it misrepresents very seriously the trend
of the French, Dutch, and neighboring peoples, and positively dis-
torts that displayed by the Scandinavians,

The classification of “old” and “new” immigrents is a useful
generalization for presenting o summary view of certain features of
the immigrant problem, but it can not with accuracy be given uni-
V:el‘Sle application to particular nationalities or to short periods of
time. As was brought out in the discussion of the territorial dis-
tribution of the foreign born, and as will be shown still more clearly
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in succeeding sections of the monograph, there is danger of even
greater error when the effort is made to impute any physical, economic,
or other characteristic to every nationality and race within the “old”’
or “new” immigrant groups. I'or all detailed analyses, it would,
therefore, seem desirable to give primary consideration to nationalities
and racial strains as separate entities.

The country of origin of the total foreign white stock-—that is, of
the foreign born and their children, taken together—constitutes the
second heading under which this question may be considered.”® The
statistics bearing on the topic are found in Tables 46 to 50, and 155.

Tasrm 48,—NuMBER AND Per Cent Drsrriburion or Formiay WHITE STOCK
sy Counrnry or OrigiN, ror TER UNIrEp Srarsms: 1890-1920

FOREIGN WHITE BTOCK
COUNIRY OF ;ﬂggsgl‘"’» “WAR Number Por cont distribution
1920 1910 1900 1800 1020 | 1010 | 1900 | 1800
B A0 171 U, 36, 308, 058 142, 243, 382 (25, 850, 834 120, 626, 542 [1100. 0 1100, 0 | 100, 0{100.0
Northwestorn Europe:
ENElande. oo cammnnm e 2,307,112 | 2,322,442 | 2,173,741 | 1,077,600 || 6.3| 7.2 | 84| 9.6
Scotland. 731, 230 664, 603 094, 207 511] 252 2.0 20| 28} 2.6
Wales. ... 230,380 | 248,047 253 045 o5, 692 || 0.6 0.8] 10| L1
Iroland... 4,130, 305 | 4, 504, 300 | 4, 820, 004 | 4,706,681 || 11.4 | 14.0 | 18,7 | 23.3
Norway.. 1, 023, 225 970, 089 788, 768 600, 316 281 80 31 29
Bwedon.. 1,467,382 | 1,364,215 | 1, 082 388 730,600 ([ 40| 42| 42} 3.5
Doenmark... 4607, 526 ! L,3| L2 L2 L1
Nethorlands. _ 302, 318 LO| 09 [cmvenc]onmun
Belgiun...... A 122,080 0.31 0.3
Tauxemburg 4'! 100 01
Bwitzerland 327, 797 301, 650 7,420 [coccmem oo 0.9} 0.9
348, 078 202,380 1 - 208, 202 268, 019 091 0.9
7,259, 002 | 8 282,618 | 8,111,463 | 6, 857 220 || 19.9 | 28,7
3,120,798 | 2, 001, 559 805, 500 341,540 [ 86| 6.2
1, 110, 006 700 227 218, 447 77,121 3.1 2.2
3,871,100 | 2, 541, 44 046, D18 258, 583 | 1.6 { 7.9
208, 270 211,020 [ocuwmcnimman|vimwanan 08| 0.7
f o 134,318 87, 3% T I 04 0.3
Bulgarin, Serbia, and” Mon-
L8] (T4 43,703 22,080 |t 0.1] 0.1 lecnvec]ounnn
Turkey in Burops...-ceeeee.- 23, 208 85,814 |1encnncmcafenmmac - 0.1} 01 e
Southern Europe:
012,342 [ 109,605 |onecanmoc oo 0.6 0.8 |omensu|amann
3,330,041 | 2, 098, 300 727,844 | 249,544 1 9.2 65| 28| L2
, 047 T N I O 0.2] 01 |onanfemmnn
134, 704 111 122 |oeccmmc oo mere 0.4} 0.3 —n
10, 998 /%7{i 75 Y R W] M femenfaconn
Asia:
Turkey In ASieau.evoenenanas 164, 480 £ 173 P, ES 0.5] 0.2
All other countrie. ..oooo_-.. 10, 736 1 U [OT IO N —"
Amerlea:
Canada—TFrench. . ceeuceca- 848, 300 032, 238 830, 436 526, 034 28] 29
Canada—Other.... -} 1,78 )ﬁ, 519 | 1, 829,477 | 1,097,003 | 1,255,629 || 4.8| 5.7
Newfoundland. 25, 448 8, 035 0171 (M
Wost Indles?__ 45, 400 41,842 01] 01
IMOXI00 e e 726, 332 382, (02 20| L2
Contral and South Amerlea. . 19, 487 1‘3 510 01| (M
Altother . ..o oo 116, 458 74, 523 871,604 | 1,018,774 03] 0.2 3.4 490
Of mixed foreign parentage. ... 1, 02,457 | 1,177,002 | 1,06 6, 162 714,270 4.1} 37| 41} 8.5
! Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent. 1 Wxeopt possessions of the United States.

B Che foreign white stock from any speclfic country represents the total of native whites having one
or both parents born in that coun try and foreign-born whites born in the same country, oxcept that in
1020 tho latter element was classified by the birthplace of father on the pre-war basis, See also Four-
teonthy Census Reports, Vol. II, Ch, IX,
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"The most significant aspeets of the tables are those referring to the
sitnation in 1920, Of these, two are noteworthy: The relatively high
proportion of the “old” immigrant stock in this combined group of
jnmivrants and their children, and the variation in the percentage of
native born of foreirn or mixed parentage to the total foreign stock.

Tapry 47 Vouwr 10 (ﬁfmm:'nums oF Onr1giN oF FOREIGN
Warre Srtocg: 1920

FOREIGN WHITE 8TOCK:
1920
|
¢ Btk COUNTRY OF OBRIGIN S
s . Per cent
Number of total
3 7,269, 992 19.9
i 4,136, 305 1.4
3 4,871, 100 1.6
4 3,336, 441 0,2
3 3,124, 798 8.0
4 2, 603, 828 7.1
i 2,807, 112 6.3
8 1,457, 382 4.0
g 1, 110, 905 3.1
Ei 1,023, 225 2.8
L Englaad aned Wales, 3,265,701, or 8.9 per cent,
2 delrway, v wind Lenraark, 2,048,182, or 8.1 per cent,

Both Tubles 46 and 47 bring out the fact that, in the groups com-
posed of Damigrants and their children, the “old” north and west
Euaropean inunigrants still predominate.  Two of the first 5, and 5
of the fimst 10 countries of origin of the total foreign white stock are
of this class, The {rst 5 northwestern Kuropean groups make up
44.4 per cent of the total foreign white stock, and the entire contingent
from this region comes to 51.5 per cent of the total. On the other
hand, enly 4 central, southern, and eastern European countries are
repredented in the fisst 10, and amount only to 81.5 per cent of the
total, while the entire central, southern, and eastern European
element In the population equals but 34.1 per cent of the foreign
white stock,  This distribution contrasts strongly with that for the
fureign-born population, and the cause is not far to seek. This
combined group is influenced by the character of the immigration
of the past generation—that is, the parents of the present native born
of foreign or mixed parentage—and, part passu, of the northern and
western European stock.  Table 46 shows how great this “carry-
over” from the earlier migrations has been* It appears that a
marked deerease in the number of foreign born from certain countries
in the deeade 1010-1020 is aecompanied by a substantial increase

i e wdws Table 153,

Sy
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in respect to the total foreign white stock from those same countries
during this decade. This situation is a result, obviously, of a large
increase in the number of native-born children of immigrant parents
from those countries. Scotland, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland
come under this head. Again, the decrease as regards total foreign
white stock from certain other countries is at a much smaller rate
than as regards the foreign born from these same countries, Thus,
Germany, whose foreign-born population in this country shrank
27 per cent between 1910 and 1920, showed for her total foreign white
stock in the United States a loss of only 12.3 per cent.

A similar tendency is revealed by the comparison, for the various
census years, of the first five countries according to immigration,
to foreign-born white population, and to native-born white popula-
tion of foreign or mixed parentage, as set forth in Table 48. The
table shows the native born of foreign or mixed parentage to respond
much less quickly to fluctuations in immigration than the foreign
born. It is clear that the children of the foreign born have caused
a perceptible retardation in the transition of the foreign stock from
“old” to “new’” immigration. Indeed, they have partially neutral-
ized 1t, as is pointed out below.

TapLe 48.—Fmst 5§ CounrtriEs oF ORIGIN or THE DECENNIAL JMMIGRATION,
AND or THE COMPONENT KLEMENTS oF THE FOrEGN WHITE Stock: 1880-
1920

[Census data adapted to that for immigration [by combining Russia, Finland, and Lithuania in 1920 and
1910, snd Austria, Tlungary, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia in 1920]

Native Native
white of . white of
Immigration Foreign-born foreign Immigration Foreign-born | foreign
1910 to 1919 white: 1920 or mixed 1906 Lo 1908 white: 1910  or mixed
o parentage; parentuge:
< z 1920 1810
[+
1 | Italy Germany Germany Aus.-Hun, Germany Clermany
2 | Aps.-TIun. Russia Treland Ttaly Ruszia Ireland
3 | Russia Tialy Aus.-Hun, Russia Aus.-Hun, Canada
4 | Conada? Aus.-Hua Russta England Ireland England
5 | England Poland Canada Ireland Italy Aus-Hun.
Nativo Native
{ Forelgn-hoy v;hitp o I 4 Foreign-t ‘fwm'e o
Immigration 'orelgn-born oreign mmigration nreign-horn oreign.
1890 to 1899 white; 1800 or mixed 1880 10 1889 white: 1800 or mixed
parentage: parentage:
1900 1890
1 Ttaly QGermany Germany Germany Germany Germany
2 Germany Ireland Ireland Treland Ireland Ireland
3 Aus.-Hun. Canada England England Canpda England
4 Russia England Canadn Canada! England Canady
5 Ireland Aus.-Hun, Aus.-Hun. Sweden Ans-Hun, Aus.-Hun,

1 British America.
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This eonsideration leads to the second interesting feature in these
tahles, namely, the variation in the proportion of the s.econd-gene.ra,-
tion foreign element among the various national strains composing
the foreign white stock.  Table 49 shows that, as might be expectac’l,
there i in general an inverse ratio between the recency qf & group’s
migration, and the percentage of second-generation immigrants
within it. Thus, all but four of the “old” north and west European
nations show a ratio higher than the average of the entire foreign
white stock, while all of the “new,” or central, south, and east
European immigrants show a ratio lower than the average. More-
over, the four “old” immigrant groups which exhibit less t]}&n the
average quota of second-generation elements are those which the
preceding analysis has shown to be closely comparable to the “nqw”
immigration.  They are Seotland® and Sweden, the population from
which inereased up to 1910, and Denmark and Belgium, whose
representation was still gaining in 1920, On the other hand, the
Duteh and the Luxemburgers, whom the present census also shows
to be growing in numbers, have something more than the average
pereentage of the second generation in their total contribution to
the foreign stock. This situation is plainly anomalous, but, until
students of the immigrant question give more attention than they
have hitherto to this whole group from “the low countries,” it is
unprssible to wssien any reason for it that can be more than a
conjectire. i

TasLy 49.—Pux Cony Namive Bory or Toran Forrigy WarTs Stock, ror
THE UNITED SraTes: 1920

Per cent Per cent
COUNTRY QF GRIGIN native COUNTRY OF ORIGIN native
horn barn
TOUL e (2.3 || Europe—Continued.
Central, southern, and eastern
Europe: LEurope—Contimied.
Rumania_ ... __ 3.5
........ 64.3 Bulgaris, Serbia, and Montenegro 25.2
7.6 Turkey in Europe 18.7
0. Greeee...._.___._. 2.5
L8 Ttaly..... 5.8
.6 Spain. .. 32. 4
.8 Portugal._._.. 40.6
5.0 . Europe not specitied 69.6
3.0 a:
4.5 Turkey in A8 - oeeeneooe .| 38.7
70.2 All other countries,.....____._ """ 52,1
64.2 || America;
'y - 626 Canada—French 4.3
. Ciermuny 73.6 Cenada~Other...._.. G8.2
Central, southern, Newfoundlnnd. 51.6
Barope ~ West Indies.. 51.8
Austria et 38 exieo .. ..o 34.7
Hun 46,2 Central und South America__....... 39.5
Ruay 47.8
Fintin 9.1 4 Allotherouo 58,5
i T it degreased alightly at the eensus of 1000 and inereased again in 1910,
W n

case of Luseniburg, an explanation fs saggested by the fact that there have been two waves
wntry; so tist the high peresntage of children of foreign born in that group may represent the
offepring from the earier group of irmigrants, enough of whom have died to reduce the tota! number of
Bewdgn boru fur the nationality, No such hiypothesis is possible, however, for the Dutch immigration,




NATIONALITY, RACE, AND LANGUAGE 91

Certam general observations may now be made concerning the
significance of the tendencies brought out in this portion of the dis-
cussion. They have to do, in the first instance, with the relative
size of the total foreign white stock, as compared both with the
foreign-born population, and with the entire white population.
There are at present about 36,400,000 first and second generation
immigrants in this country; that is, over twice the number of foreign
born, and close to two-fifths (38.4 per cent) of the entire white
population of the country. It is this total foreign white stock that
is, for this generation at least, of major numerical importance, and
therefore, of principal etlinic significance in the Nation’s immigration
problem. Now, the tables just reviewed have shown that the
“old,” or, more properly, the north and west European immigrants,
are still in a very heavy majority in this larger group, not only
beeause of the presence of large numbers of descendants of clder
immigrants, but also because of the generally disregarded con-
tinuation, down to the beginning of this last decade, and even down
to the census of 1920, of an increase in the number of foreign born
from some half dozen north IBuropean countries. - When, in addition,
cognizance is taken of the millions of descendants of original colonial
stock to be found in the country, and, yet again, of the other millions
of grandchildren and great-grandchildren of the earlier waves of
English and of German immigrants, it becomes perfectly obvious
that the white population of this country is predominantly of nerth
and west European stock, and is so in a far larger degree than con-
templation merely of the present generation of foreign born would
lead one to infer. If the present restrictive legislation should be
completely relaxed, and the central, southern, and eastern European
peoples given unlimited access to the United States, this situation
would in time be altered, but the shifting in the preponderance
between the two groups would take far longer than might be supposed,
for the descendants of the colonial and of the north and west Furopean
stocks would continue reproducing themselves and would have such
a lead over the other clements that they could only slowly be over-
taken. Morcover, consideration of the recent trend of English,
Scoteh, Scandinavian, Dutch, and Belgian immigration suggests that
there may be substantial increments to the foreign stock from these
portions of northwestern Europe for some time to come. If, on
the other hand, the present restrictive policy is continued without
material modification, there secems to be no chance of there ever
being any significant change in the existing relation between the two
stocks, unless the central, south, and east Turopean elements should
reproduce themselves at a very much more rapid rate than the north
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i

and west Buropeans, a contingency which Mr. Rossiter’s analysis
seems to put ontside the limits of present possibility.”

The third set of data relating to the country of origin of the foreign
white stock is in line with the observations just made. Itisa partial
estimate of the numbers of grandehildren of the foreign born of the
suveral nationalities present in the United States in 1920. The
estirnate is made by imputing to the native born of foreign or
mixed parentage of each national group in the population of 1910
the same percentage of natural increase—mnamely, 11.6 per cent—as
hus been reckoned by Mr. Rossiter for the entire group of native born
of foreign or mixed parentage in 1910.* It should be borne in mind
that this estimate applies to the offspring only of those children of the
foreign born enumerated in one census, and to a 10-year period only.
It should also be remembered that the imputed rate of increase is
itself bused upon a number of arbitrary assumptions, and that it is,
sceordingly, to be accepted with the reservations appropriate to such
o species of statistical tabulation.

Tanin 50.~—Egrivarep Forrion Warre Stock INcLUDING PART oF THIRD
(GiengraTioN, BY Country or OmigiN, FOR THE UNITED StaTes: 1020

Natural

Foreign increase
“;h:;txe (slgock Forel - ftonlxixgativo

- ncluding Foreign white | whito of
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN part of third || stock: 1020 | foreign and

seneration mixed
estimated) parentage:

1010-1920
Totud forelgn whith SLOCK . .. v oo oeee oo 38, 591, 106 30, 308, 958 2,192, 148
BULODE o s e e e e e e 33,081, 653 31,185, 237 1,840,416
Nogthwestern BUrope.. .. oo omneneoooesie e 20, 311, 612 18, 802, 838 1, 508, 774
England - 2,474, 846 2,307,112 167, 734
Hoot i . 777,480 731, 230 46, 241
Woalk - 249, 660 230, 380 19, 310
E“H.{A‘ - 4, 502, 051 4,136, 305 365, 656
-’y W e, . 1, 089, 053 1,023, 225 68, 728
Bwedrn 1, 538, 470 1,457, 382 81, 088
Dermark 492, 864 467, 625 25, 330
Netherlani 382, 446 362, 318 20,128
Fielginm. 127, 810 122, 686 4,024
Luzembirg 43) 559 43,100 450
%wzmar}uwi 48, 308 397,707 20, 511
(rawrg~ : - 353, 006 333, 678 20, 318
e 7, 030 630 7 259 092 670, 047
12,708, 495 12,871, 401 337,004
3, 225, 687 3,129, 708 95, 889
1,134, 642 1, 110, 005 23,737
3, 980, 021 3,871,100 108, 912
?25 713 208, 276 , 437
Bulgaria, Ser i b B i
‘l‘umv ¥ in Bor yxw . 23, 697 23, 268 350
o6, 213, 317 219, 342 5
3,424, 555 3,330,941 87,614
y 241 71,947 1, 204
141, 000 134,704 6, 208
0i 11, 546 10,098 548

 omiter, op. ¢it., pp. 188-101,
Bl T

» 4. eit, 1. 19, and Appendiees B and O,
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TanLe 50.—EsriMatep ForergNy Warre Stock Incivping Part or Tomp
GENERATION, BY CoUNTRY OF ORIGIN, POl THE UNITED STATES: 1920—Con.

i
) | Nuturyl
Foreign i inerease
“;lm;) sit_.ouk i . hito Irmr{ nstive
o including il Forcign whi white of
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN partof third || stock: 1020 | foreign and
renieration mixed
estimated) parentage:
1610-1420
Asla_.. eemmeee e 197, 710 135, 215 | 2,794
PArKEY 10 ASI oo eeooeecemeocteeeomr aae e e eraenns 145, 676 164, 430 | 2,190
All other Comntries . oo oo e cme vt e e e 11, 043 1, 745 M
Amerien oo i ann 3, 622, 201 ]\ 3,410, 561 202,760
CANAAE—TFTENCN oo ooemmemm e mmrmmccmmeeememee 91,770 | B8, 30 63, 470
Canada—Other.. 1, 872, 840 1,755, 519 117,80
Nowfoundland... 25, 861 25, 448 413
West Indiest._ 47, 662 45, 406 2,168
MEKICO w v e s cvmemmmc e memr st men o ——mm e . 744, 147 725, 332 18,815
Central and South AmErIed oo ov e oo anames 20, 002 19, 487 a1s
All other ... - —— 1), 443 116, 458 3, 485
Of mixed foreign parcntage 1, 639, 00O 1, Y2, 457 136, 543
It ]

t Except possessions of the United States,

Tahle 50 sets forth the results of this calculation. They are what
would be expected from the study of the first and second generation
foreign white stock. The addition of a portion of the third generation
makes the north and west European elements far outnumber the cen-
tral, south, and east Kuropean stock, the ratio being nearly two to
one. The Asiatic group shrinks to relative insignificance—less than
200,000 in a total of nearly 38,600,000. Likewise, the Mexican
stock, when measured in terms of its long-run contribution to the
population, is seen to be of inconsiderable proportions, as regards
both the Canadian elements and the total foreign stock.

Finally, attention should be directed to the impressively large
total attained by this more widely defined foreign white stock.
It comes to just about 38,600,000, which is more than 35 per cent
of the total population, and over 40 per cent of the total white
population. Nor should it be forgotten that this figure includes
only a fraction of the third generation of the foreign white stock.

In genersal, consideration of the country of origin of the foreign
stock leads to four generalizations. First, the foreign-born popula-
tion, for the first time in this country’s history, contains a majority of
central, south, and east Europeans, in contradistinction to the north
and west Europeans who have predominated heretofore. Second,
this drift from “old” to “new?” immigration is not nearly so uniform
nor so complete as one might believe from the consideration merely
of total figures. On the one hand, certein of the so-calied *“new”
immigrant peoples have been present in large numbers in this coun-
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try for a long period; on the other hand, many of _the “old” n:nnu-
"x:mit nationalities have continued increasing their representation
;n this country well into the period when the tota.l. north and west
Furopean clement was declining in importance, while some of th.cm
huve incressed their numbers right down to the present. Third,
if to the forcign born are added the children of an earlier lmm%grant
generation, the foreign stock appears to be yet more heavily Qf
northwestern Furopean origin, and, if the grandchildren of a gtﬂl
eurlier generation are included, this element’s lead becomes dBGIS.IVO.
When, finally, the descendants of the colonial stock are taken into
aceount it is clearly seen that the northwest European strain will
dominate the ethnie malke-up of this country for several generations to
come, if not permanently. Fourth, southern Europe and Mexico
seent to be the most important of the new sources of population
refnforcement for this country.  The fact that the Spanish elements
of south Europe and the Mexicans are similar in language and
culture warrants particular note.

These conclusions find gencral confirmation and elucidation when
attention is directed to the ethnic and language structure of the
{foreizn stock.

2. RACE AND MOTHER TONGUE OF THE FOREIGN STOCK

Though the country of origin provides the most practicable and
complete basis for analyzing the foreign stock, it is in many ways
unsatisfactory. On the one hand, there are often many distinct
ethnic groups within the borders of one nation, particularly in central
and eastern Europe, where, indeed, the friction and oppression
growing out of such differences has been a major cause of migration.
On the other hand, certain immigrant peoples are scattered through-
out several countries of origin, and would entirely escape observation
unless classified on some other basis than nationality. Such are the
Hebrews, who arrived in this country to the number of over 1,500,000
during the two decades ending July 1, 1919. Again, certain popu-
lations are diverse in nationality and race, but are yet linked together
in language and customs; so that—culturally, at least—they con-
stitute a uniform group. The English-speaking English, Irish, Welsh,
Seoteh, and Canadians make up one such group and the Spanish-
speaking Spanish, Mexicans, West Indians, and Central and South
Americans make another.

Unfortunately, however, nothing like so comprehensive an analysis
of the foreign population is possible on the ethnic or linguistic basis
as is the case with the country of origin. Not only is it difficult to
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reach any generally accepted clussification of race or language,
but there is a paucity of statistival material for both types of data.
The Census Bureau has recorded the “mother tongue” of the foreign
stock for only two census periods, and has interpreted “race” as
covering only such broad groups as White, Negro, Indian, Chinese,
Japanese, etc.®  On the other hand, the Bureau of Immigration has,
since 1899, classified immigrants by “race or people” but the data
gathered by this agency are not at all comparable with the census
returns,® the first set being concerned with foreign-born persons
migrating into this eountry from year to year, the other, with the
foreign born and their children resident in this country at each deeen-
nium. The information to be drawn from each souree is, howewver,
valuable as a check upon and an aid to the more comprehensive
analysis by country of origin.

Tables 51 to 53, 56, 58, 156, and 157, as well as Chart 5, are con-
cerned with the mother tongue of the foreign stock. Tables 54,
55, 57, 158, and 159 deal with the “races or peoples” entering into
the United States, as tabulated by the Burean of Immigration.

The first feature of interest in these tables is the fact that they
confirm certain of the conclusions reached in the earlier analysis,
such as those relating to the general shift from “old” to *new”
immigration, and to the recent increase in south European and Mex-
ican, West Indian, and Spanish-American immigration.

The trend away from north and west European immigration and
toward central, south, and east Buropean immigration is reflected
in one way or another by all of the tables concerned. Table 51
shows that, among the foreign born, those with mother tongues charac-
teristic of north and west Kuropean populations—to wit, English
and Celtic, Germanic, and Scandinavian—all declined in numbers,
both absolutely and relatively, from 1910 to 1920, whereas the
opposite is true of those whose languages dominate in other portions
of Europe, that is, Latin and Greek, Slavie and Lettic, Semitic,®
and Ugro-Finn. In 1910 the first group amounted to 56.5 per
cent of the total foreign born and the second to 42.5 per cent.
The situation was reversed in 1920, the north and west European
language groups accounting for only 48.5 per cent of the total foreign
born as against 51.3 per cent for the other Europepn language types.

¥ For & discussion of the classifieation according to mother tongue, see Fourteenth (Census Reports,
Vol. II, Ch. X, p. %8. For the purpeses of this monograph, two additional classes have been sdded:
Bemitie, consisting of Yiddish and Hebrew, 8yrian anid Arabie, and Armenian; and Ugro-Finn, consizting of
Mugyar and Finnish, Cf, Krosher: “Anthropology,”” New York, 1923, pp. 83, 86

2 For a diseussion of the classification of races used by the Bureau of Immigration, see Report of the
TImmigration Commission, Vel. T, pp. 265-283 and Vol, V, passim,

2 Hebrew is also 8 Levantine language.
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TA\I;/LI“ 81.,—NuvmeEr axp Penr Cext DISTRIBUTION OF THE I‘uxmw~mnm
HIT:]{GQIPOOPULATI()N BY Moruer Tongur, rou 18 Usitep Srares: 1920
AND

FUREIGN-BORN WHITE POPULATION
MOTHER TONGUE 1920 : 1916
Number Per cent Number Per cunt
All mother tongues . 13,712, 70 100.9 } 13, .An, 045 1RG0
English and Celtic. 3,007, 042 P Y Rt P
Germunic. . ) b e iy Q?S W e
Scandinayian : 1, 104, 433 87 2 1 5
Latin and Greel 2 i), 454 FiN 7y
Slavic and Lettic 4 460, 432 7 147
Semitic__ . : 1, 187, 024 73 it
Ugro-Finn 401, 679 i b
Unclossified. 13,530 0.1 01
Unknown... 7, b 0.1 lll}‘ oz 09
English and Celtie . 3,007, 932 o1 6 4 563, 92 o519
Ger!(ljlunic: T o
[ £11Y: ) ¢ W 2,267,128 L 2,758, 642 &60.7
Dutch and Frisian. . 3'#‘:..40 lg. (; ' ‘éﬁ (45 ?M'a
&mﬁiﬁﬁgu 15, 6% 0.3 5, T80 0.2
Swedish ... 643, 203 47 683, 218 5.1
Norweglan. 362, 199 A 4452, 87 10
Lali?ﬂnxxlll(hih('} . 140, 531 1.4 150, 345 14
Italian. 1,624,448 1.9 1, 365, 110 14,2
g{ﬁ%sh 4 (0, 936 3.4 ik, j42 4.0
B - 4,1 M, 131 8!
Portupues 1(1.), R0 0.8 73, 6449 {]3:'))
Rumanian. 62,326 0.5 2, ‘277 .3
ﬁluv(lirfﬁld.mi 174, 658 L3 1%, 379 Ly
Polish_ 1, Ej'."'i', 362 7.g ?43, ZH] 7.3
Czech :!.%4, 564 1.7 a0, Tis L7
e ) mE)
- . 342, 2.4 57, G X
ﬁutlmnmn. 5.’»: 672 0.4 2.‘"1, 13; 0.2
ovenian 102, 744 [ 134,631 [1%4)
Serbo-Crogtisn— ! )
Croatisn. . £3, 083 06 74, 056 i 6
l&)alkmntmn 2112 @ 4 344 @
Serbian. ... 36,471 [ 1] 24, 403 02
. 1I\mntmegrln . 4. 198 Q] " 4, BaG €]
ulgarian. .. 2,853 0.1 1%, 341 0.1
Slavie, not speeifie ‘2 ():;‘3 (&3] 21,12 0.2
g I;lthu‘mmu and Lettish . 182 e 1.3 140, 963 11
emitic:
}'iddisl) and Hebrew._ .o 1,041, 820 8.0 1,05, 767 i
rmenian. . .,..h 7 (133 23, 035 0.2
v b¥lm nnd A 57, 057 0.4 a2, sn 0.2
gro-Finn:
Magyar. 208, 118 2.0 228, 094 1.7
u {"mpf}sl;. 133, 667 14 120, 066 0.9
nelassified:
Turkigh. .. 6,627 (%) 4,709 9]
Al oer e o
other.. , 228 64
85011111105 « TS U U R 7,168 a1 116, 472 0.4
]

¢ 1 Prohably includes & considerable proportion of Hebrows erreneously reported ag of Russinn mother
ongue,
¢ Less than one-tenth of 1 per cent.

Although Table 52 reveals relatively little change within the first
10 mother tongues in the foreign-born pnpulatmn nevertheless, as
shown later, whatever change has taken place is in favor of the
“new” unmwrant types, the Norwegian dropping from eighth to
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On the other hand, the classification of recent immigration to
the United States by races or peoples shows a tendency somewhat
opposed to this general movement. Tables 54.and 158 show the
“new’’ immigrant races to have decreased considerably more than,
the “old,” and to have constituted a smaller per cent of the total
immigration in the decade 1910-1919 than in the one prggedigg.
Again, four out of eight “old” immigrant races showed positive in-
ereases in the second of the two decennial periods, whereas only six
out of twenty-one “new’ immigrant peoples sent heavier quotas
to this eountry in 1910-1919 than in 1900-1910.

It is difficult with any assurance of certainty to assign a cause to
this apparent anomaly. A primary difficulty is the short period
covered by the data; it represents but two decades and a series in-
volving only two units of comparison is so inadequate as to throw
into doubt any conclusions derived from it. The general slump in
immigration accompanying and following the World War is prob=
ably the major cause of disturbance., Another is the fact that cer-
tain non-Kuropean elements, such as the English and French Cana~
dians, for the purposes of this classifieation, are added to the true
English and French, and so swell the “old”” immigrant quotas. On
the other hand, it may be that this table gives evidence of a recru-
descence of the north and west European sources of immigration
that hus been obscured in the data using the more arbitrary classi-
fication of country of origin. Whether this be true or not, these
tables certuinly do corroborate the point made above, namely, that
there is no correspondence between the Irish and German immigra-
tion, on the one hand, and the other north and west European stocks,
on the other. During the 10 years ended June 30, 1919, the Irish and
German immigration showed a decided falling off, as compared with the
previous decennial period, hut the English, Scotch, French, Dutch,
and Flemish all showed absolute increases, and the Welsh gained
relatively.  This situation reflects the tendency indicated in Chart 4,
to wit, that the decreasing numerical importance generally imputed
to the whole of the “old” immigration is, in large measure, attribut-
able rather to the diminution of the two largest elements in that
immigration—that is, the Irish and Germans—than to any gencrally
uniforms fulling off throughout the group.

The data for mother tongue and race give definite confirmation
to the conclusions reached above in connection with the recent in-
crewse in numbers of southern European and certain American
stocks.  Reference to Table 54, which represents a grouping of the
f‘él(’t‘t;u‘i,”ﬁ’t;,ﬂn il‘ublg 158, brings out the fact that three of the five
aew munigrant  groups that register an increase in absolute
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numbers in the decade 1910~1919 compared with the preceding decen-
nium, are southern Kuropean, namely, Greek, Portuguese® and

Spanish,

TaBLE 54.—INCREASE or DECREASE IN ImMIoRATION TO THE UNITED STATES,
BY Races or ProrLes, 1910-1919, v CoMpanrisoN wriri 190U-1909

CHANGE IN

CHANGE IN NUMBER PER CENT OF
RACE OR PEOPLE TUTAL
Incrense Decrease Increase |Decrease
Potal Inmigration. . eee e cemceaanmeas - 153, 636 2,038, 644

Northern and_ western European

[ PO 362, 765
Central, southern, and eastern European, and

D081 13 g S 1,619,678 a0
‘West Indian, Mexican, and Spanish Ameriean_ . 148, 695 2.7 -
Afriean (black) cvevmeanen [N . R 1) § R DO, - {175 (0 .
7R 11 1T O PN DU 56,201 Noomiiaman 0.2
Northern and western European:

Duteh and Flemish ..o oo iieiiias 15,042 Yoo
English 70, 234 1[
French &), 0u8

|

Central, southern, and castern European, and Le-
vantine:
Armenian.. ..o oo cmccmimcicaean
Bohemian and Moravian (Czech) ...
Bulgarian, Serbisn, end Montenegrin.
Croatian and Bloyenian_.. .. ... e
Dalmatian, Bosnian, and Herzegovinian. .. -
Finnjsh._... e — e emn . 54,368 [leeeunecen- 0.4
Greek. .

Russian_. ..

Syrianp.. TEE

’I‘&urkish 2,413 ]
American:

Cuban... 9, 848 ()

Mexiean.. 144, 672 | ecccmnmen 24

Spanish American. 7,991 Q.2

West Indian (except Cuban) - oo ocmmenaenas 810 0.1
Other races and pooples: "

D) 1L - T U IR 207 [ 25 3 [NUUR—
Iiast Indlan. 805 [0 35 MNS——
Japanese... 85, 5’;"9 - .
G A SO T 6758 Jioeos

rican F:T4] 4 USROG ST 1R F & A SRR PR A ] , -
PAcific ISIAnAerS. . .oo . oo eoroeooo o eeer e ol emneea . 66 o 0]
Other PeoDIBS ar v o e ccmc e mem e e en 17,889 limmmmmceanenean {119 35 DU
t Includes Atlantic Islanders. ¢ No change in per cent of total,

The Portuguese would include a large number of Atlantie Islanders, however. On the other hand,
tho Spanish are accurately estimated, since separate counts have been made for Mexican and Spanish
American,
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ot

Moreover, Table 51 records notable advances bgtWeen 1910 and
1920 in the absolute and the mlativg n‘umbel' of forelgn—bqrn PGQPIGS
spenking mother tongues chamctemshg of the same eth'mc famlh.es.
Particulurly noteworthy is th.e showing of the Spanish-speaking
population, which registers an increase of close tg 300,00Q for the
decade, and moves up from ninth to seventh place in numerical rank

ong the foreign horn,
aIr:l‘hg increase . Mexican and Spanish-American peoples is even
more strikingly brought out by this set of data. .As has allready 1)(;3en
sugwested, the rapid (sxpansiqn_ of the Spanish-speaking forglgn
group, evidenced by Table 51, is in a large measure due to Mexican
and Spanish-American migration. Tabl‘e 157 serves to shox'v how
heavy is the proportion of Spanish-speaking peoples among this 'class
of immigrants. Not less than 99.6 per cent of the 478,000 Mexicans
in this country claim Spanish as their mother tongue; the Central
and South Americans are 54.9 per cent Spanish-speaking; and the
West Indians, 49.8 per cent. The total number of Spanish-speaking
foreigners from these three regions thus approximates 500,000, or
about 90 per cent, of the 556,000 Spanish element in this country,
The bulk of the remaining 56,000 come from Spain.2*

The evidence bused on the racial composition of recent immigration
is even clearer in this regard. Reference to Table 158 establishes
the fuct that the Mexican immigration rose from 23,991 in 1900~
1408 to 173,663 in 1910-1919, an increase of over 600 per cent. Table
55 reflects this remarkable gain by showing that in the period 1910~
1919 the Mexican element appeared, for the first time, among the
first ten races or peoples migrating to the United States. Table 158
indicates a similar tendency on the part of the Spanish-American
immigration, which grew from 9,769 in 1900~1909 to 17,760 in 1910~
1019, and Table 54 shows that the entire Spanish-American group—
Mexican, Cuban and other West Indian, and Spanish American—
increased by 148,625 and made up 2.7 per cent more of the total
body of immigrants in the decennjum ending 1919 than in the one
preceding.

M There sre in this country about 4,500 Spenish-speaking persons born in Greece and Turkey in Europe,
These are probubly in the main Sephardim® or “Spanioli” Jews who were expelled from Spain at the
close of the fifteenth century. CL Dixon: The Racial History of Man, New Yorlk, 1923, p. 183,
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TaBLE 58.—TEN PriNCIPAL R:&CES or Prorrms IMMIGRATING TO THE
Unzrep Stares: 1900-1919

[
Rank 1010 to 1919 1600 to 1009 1}.‘1{ank 1819 1o 1918 1860 to 1885
i
1 Italian (Bouth) Italinn (South) ]] [ peandinavian . Italian (North)
2 Pollsh Hebrew S (reck Irish
3 Hebrew Polish } 8 rish Eunglish
4 English German i g Ttalian (North) Slevak!
5 German Scandinavian | 10 | Mexican Magyar
I | !

t Probably largely Bohemian.,

It goes without saying that there are important ethnic differences
between the Mexican, West Indian, and the Central and South
American ““Spanish,” on the one hand, and the Spanish-born Spanish,
on the other. The former include & very heavy infusion of Indian
blood, and—in the West Indies—of negro blood. The latter are,
of course, true Spanish. Nevertheless, it must be repeated that there
is a large mensure of identity in culiure between the two groups.
They speak the same language, inherit the same customs, subscribe
for the most part to the same type of religion, and share similar
social and political heritages. As stated at the outset of this study,
it is culture fully as much as it is ethnic stock that lends significance
to the immigrant problem. Hence, this large, and rapidly expand-
ing Spanish-speaking element in our population is bound to make an
important impress upon the life of this country.

Tables 54, 158, and 159 corroborate the conclusions reached earlier
in this chapter concerning the extent and origin of the recent negro
migration to the United States. Table 54 shows the “ African
(black) ” immigration to have increased by 35,011 in the second of the
two decades under consideration. The source of this new negro
migration is revealed by Table 159, Of the 63,203 “ African” immj-
grants entering American ports in 19101919, 45,392 came from the
West Indies, and 3,883 from Central America, while reference to the
reports of the Commissioner General of Immigration suggests that
the Azores and Cape Verde Islands are the starting point of most of
the remaining 13,988 negro migrants.® In other words, during the
decade ended June 30, 1919, there came into this country a group
of Portuguese, French, English, and Spanish-speaking negroes, hail-
ing from Central America, the West Indies, and the Atlantic Islands,
at the rate of about 6,000 per year.

36 Thus, the reports for the 10 years ending June 30, 1019, show 8,832 ** African” irsrnigrants to have come
from “ Portugal, including Cape Verde and Azores Islands,”
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There can be no doubt but that this new racial drift will add novel
and significant features to the negro problem of this country.
As shown above, these foreign-born’ negroes congregate along the
Atlantic seaboard, in the terminal points of the West Indian trade.
Two of their three chief centers of settlement, New York and Boston,
are northern cities; so that this group is serving to swell the rapidly
expunding negro population in Northern States, and thereby to
nake the neyro problem a nationsl one, rather than primarily the
cancern of the South.  Again, this migration is serving, in a consid-
erable wmeasure, to offset the rapid diminution in natural increase
which the American negro population is suffering.®

A far more significant, though less tangible, set of consequences
of this population movement lies in the fact that these immigrant
pegroes have been accustomed to social and economic conditions far
different from those which their race has experienced in the United
States.  In none of the countries from which they come has there
been the type of race relations that often obtains in the United
States; in certain of them the “color line” is nonexistent; and in
certain others, such as Haiti and San Domingo, the negro is in the
ascendency. It can not but be expected that these people will react
strongly to this new cuvironment, and that this reaction will cause
repercussions within the native population, both negro and white,
the nature and extent of which can only be conjectured at this time.

It is, of course, true that this foreign negro element is very small
in eomparison both with the total foreign-born population, and with
the negro population. The intensity of race problems, however,
usually gaing in direct ratio to race differences, especially such dif-
ferences as involve obvious physical characters. The Negro is par
excellence w racial type to which this generalization applies. Ac-
cordingly, it would seem that this recently manifested population
movement inerits more serious consideration than its mere numerical
importance would suggest,

For reasons made clear earlier in this study, the simplest and most
generally useful basis of classifying the foreign stock in the United
States is the country of origin, Yet, certain Buropean nationalities
are =0 racially diverse that some supplementary scheme of organiza-
tion is necessary, to prevent such an analysis from being inadequate
or even misleading. The data being considered here, namely, the
race and mother tongue of the foreign population, provide this
additional information. And it is the light thrown by this material

* Hosslter, op. ¢it., Pp. 197-132
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upon the ethnic composition of the various nationalities entering into
American immigration that constitutes the second feature in which it
contributes to ths study. Tables 50 to 88, 157, and 159 are of par-
ticular pertinence in this connection.

TaBLe 56.—REGION OF BIrtd oF THE FOREIGN-pORN WHITH POPULATION, BY

MorreEr TONGUE, TOR THE UNITED STATES:

1520

FOREIGRN-BORN FOREIR-BURN
WHITE! 1620 WHITL, 1920
REGION OF BIRTH AND REGION OF BIRTH AND
MOTIER TONGUE Ter MGTHER TUNGUE Pur
o eent, T . cent
Number dicigi- Number | g
bution hution
Furope. «ccoceemceaannn. 100.0 Europe—~Continued.

Northwestern Burope._... .. . Southern Eurepe . 1, 908, 359 100.0
English and Celtic.. 4. 1, 604, 702 84,1
German............ . 168, 608 438
Swedish._......_. . 66, T79 4.8
Norwogian.. ... 6.6 52,081 47
Danish..... 3.4 &, 323 4.3
French. . ..., . 2.8 4 e 2,058 a1
Dutch and Irigian . 2.4 English and Celtic 1,656 0.1

.......... 0.8 Germun .. 3, i (.1
8. 5 All other... 5030 0.3
.3
0.2 Othcr I‘umpc - 5, 501 100.0
0.2 - 2,834 | 0.6
80 3.7

Central Earope.. .. ..o 2,644, 758 100.0 443 7.5
Polish__...... 970, 914 6.7 435 T2
Gernmn. . 344, 560 12.9 248 4,2
Blovak. __._ /() §65 10.2 215 3.6
Magyar...ooounn 263, 4756 10.0 00 3.4
Yiddish nnd Hebrew 233, 274 8.8 152 2.6

L] (VR 232, 016 8.8 144 &4
Berbo-Orontton . 123, 814 4.7 ! 17 24
Blovenian..... 100, 572 3.8 Spunish . 108 1.8
Ruthenian.. 54, 664 21 Allother ... w0 12.0
Russian. ... 23, 508 09 )

Rumanian... 9, 386 0.4 ) s O 110,450 100.0
Ttalian. ... 5,323 0.2 ) =
Lithuanian._... 4,533 0.2 || Syrian and Arabie...eowoneo_. 65,312 0.1
English and Celtic.. &, 652 0.1 | Armenian... . 34,3821 329
8lavie, not specified . 1, 985 0.1 | Turkish..... 5,780 5.2
Allother______ ... .. 6,517 ¢.2 {| English and Celtie 3, 542 3.2
Yiddish and Hebrew qi ] %8

Eastern Egrope... . ........ 1,803, 965 100.0 § Greek..... 1,732 L6
Yiddish and Hebrew . 34,010 1 46.2 | German. 0 0.8
Ru&smn .......... 364, 199 20.2 |t Persian. 81T 0.7

175, 72 9.7 1| Russian. (23] 0.6
....... 132,113 7.3 | Allother.... 2,250 2.0
1235, 540 7.0
74, 646 4.1 Ameriea. .. 1, 606, &01 1G0.0
51,939 2.9
17,012 1.0 || English nml C‘elt.r 817,011 40.3
9,775 0.5 Spanishy. . . .ooooeias 501,279 30.3
, BOT 0.2 || French.. . _I01I0TIIITTIT 308, 857 18.8
2,501 0.1 Crerman. ... 19,572 0.8
2, 408 0.1 ) Ttalian. oL eeiiacaans 3,635 0.2
2,353 0.1 | Yiddish and Hebrew . J_-1 ! J 078 0.2
Spanish. . 1,4% 0.1 { Portugaese. ... ... 1, (] 0.1
Allother. .v.eoeninunnnn. 6, 460 0.4 1 Allother .. ... 8, 802 0.5
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v z © Unrrep Startes, BY Ruaion or
T ABLE —IMMIGRANTS ADMITTED TO TH ) B ‘
: x}xs::; ggliM:;[NEN’l‘, RESIDENCE AND PrINCIPAL RAcES or ProrLEs: 1910-1919

) 1 Per F LAST PERMANENT Por
AST PERMANENT REGION OF L cent
M‘i 0N yf]fli A‘lfm) e ok | Number d(;g{lrfi ;‘ESE’},’LNC’” AND RACE OR | Number Slstri-
E hution ution
Tutsl immigration..... 6,347,380 | 1000 g: ?gg (Z)(] 1
¥ ti
Northwestern Europo-.......f 1,112,638 17.5 Zgg gz
Feandinavisn... 236, 207 3.7 02 :
English__ | 2472 3.4 170 @
trigh. .. T 1s26me 2.0 o Mo gg
Gertaun e 1;’;3’ ggg ? g 5 )
Beoteh. y N . 198, 587
1 v 74,362 1.2 3 3.1
PP iTe— ungn | 23 wan | 12
g 3 i 26, 482 0.4
Cengra]l Furope (induding )y
g\!ﬁgguiw 1” ¢ 1, ‘13; g(l); lg.g %é’ g% g,g
Pofish . ... f 3 3 5
( ‘1?o§tmn and Slovenian. .. ﬁg, 536 g g 24,131 0,4
Magyar.... s 3
e k 2.1 {| America 1,070, 539 16.9
v T peew| 2 English ) %gg | o
AH other racee. .- 21100 389, 751 6.1 3, 2.7
; 123,375 19
Eastern Europs  (excluding 81, 080 1.3
f“;fsulg;-xx'in) l._rj? ............. 1,101,713 18.8 73,120 1.2
Hebrew__ a—— ég%’ 402% gg 430, 116 6.8
P6lis 3
%z‘leé?ﬂh. . 1 unze 2.3 || Other countries.....o._.._._.. 21, 604 0.3
Lithuunian, e U8, 655 1.6 English ..o 7,853 0.1
Finpdsh. ... s 62,335 L0 Hebrew. 2,378 (*
All GLher races. covecnnee.. 142, 892 2.3 %tﬁl;lan..- %, ig? g:
rish.._.. el
Southern Europe .. c.ceeoenue. 1, 563,775 24.6 Scoteha ol 1,323 2
B i 1,220,078 | 4.3 All other races............ 7,140 0.1
Uireek. 180, 988 3.0
}fmm;zlueﬂe. Zf: 3%3 (1) g
spanish .. - b 5
African (black . [(: 876 0.1
All GERET TUEES. oo 14,161 0.2

! Bulgaria returned with Serbia and Montenogro in Reports of the Commissioner General of Immigration,
¢ Less than one-tonth of 1 per cent.

TasLe 58.—~Morger ToNGUE oF THE FORBIGN-BORN WHITE Porurarion BY
Privcpan Countrizs oF Binre, For TEE UNITED STATES: 1920

[Countries shown in this table represent their postwar areas]

POREIGN-BORN FOREIGN-BORN
‘WHITE: 1620 - " WHITE: 1920
MOTHEER TONGUE AND MOTHER TONGUE AND
COUNTRY OF BIRTH Per cent COUNTRY OF BIRTH Percent
Number | distri- ’ Number | distri-
bution bution
Allmoether tongaes...._._ 13,712,754 |  100.0 || English and Celtic—Con.

, ) ad 780,347 | 20.2
English and Celtte..... 3,007, 932 219 252, 954 8.4
Gormsnle . 2,440 364 7.9 - 66, 014 2.2
Sesndinavign 1, 194,033 8.7 Newfoundlan, - 13,075 0.4
Lastin amd Cireel , 964, 05 218 - 11, 804 0.4
Bluvie and Lettie. 2, 460, 332 17.0 Australia.. . . 9,838 0.3
Hgm{uif ..... 1,187,024 8.7 Germany._.___ - 3,017 0.1
Vgre-Fin 401,679 2.0 Pacifle Islands R 3, 057 0.1
Vinrlassifi 13,370 0.1 India ... - 2 287 0.1
Unknvwa. . 7,166 0.1 Afriea... R 2,094 0.1

: . ussia_ .1
English and Celtie.. ... 3,007,932 | 100.0 ﬁc 22‘;‘ Z ij gﬁ 8 1

1 1, Q&Q 944 34.4 South America_ - 1,734 0,1
797, 358 26.5 Other countries..____ .| 14,233 0.5

! Except possessions of the United Btates.
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TapLe 58.—Morrer ToNGUE oF THE Foruigy-porN Wuire PoPULATION BY
Priyorran Countries oF Birty, For tHE UNITED STATES: 1920—Cuntinued

[Countries shown in this table represent thelr prstwar areas.)

FOREIGN-BURY FOREIGK-DORN
WHITE: 1020 WIITE: 920
MOTHER TONGUE AND MOTHER TONGUE AND e et
COUNTRY OF BIRTH Per cont COUNIRY OF BIETH Pervent
Nuomber | distri- Numhber | distrie
bution hution
Germanie: Beandinavian—Continued,

[£7:391: 101 S 2,267,128 1000 y 150, 531 1G0. 0
Germany. oo ocacereenan 1,041, 482 72,4 155, 464 Y74
Austrin. oo 201, 603 8.9 2, 580 1.4
RussiA o oomeiine e 116, 535 5.1 anl 0.2
Switzerland. _._......_.. 97, 087 4.3 260 01
Hungary . oo 76, 845 3.4 157 0.1
Poland..oureo e 38, 170 1.7 551 0.3
e o

zechoslovakia. . G, 446 0. .

Canadp..._.. 11, 136 0.5 %’%ﬁ'ggg lgg“g
Luxemburg.. 10, 844 0.5 P o 0.5
Rumania_. &, 167 0.4 "}' 3&‘; o %
Yugoslavia.. 7,187 0.3 il 09
Belgium..- 1,910 0.1 1 618 0“1'
At sea... 1,825 0.1 ’ 847 01
Danzig. .. 1,685 o1 3 h.,f o8

Netherlands. 1,677 0.1 v O .
Ttal 1,497 0.1 468, 056 100.0
1, 488 01 507, 7 5.9
1,487 0.1 123, 58D 26.9
Other countries._..___.__. 7,451 0.3 2, 743 2.7
) 12, 605 2.7

Dutch and Fristan...._.._.. 136, 540 100.0 1,540 0.3
Netherlands. 128, 605 04, 4 1, 253 0.3
Belginm. . 2,383 LT Ttaly. ..o 466 0.1
Germany. . 1,614 1.2 417 0.1
Canada.... 687 0.5 415 01
Bwitzerland. 343 0.3 970 (8]
‘West Indies !... 204 0.2 364 0.1
Russia.. 250 0.2 371 0.1
Alrica. - 285 0.2 269 01
Hungary.. 207 0.2 2,684 06
Austria..... 206 0.2 -

Pacific Isiands 1. 191 01 556,111 | 100.0
Denmark. ... 183 6.1 476, (r;lﬂ 5.7
England.. 178 0.1 48, ‘?j fi 7
Luxemburg. 144 0.1 13,125 24
Bouth America. . 144 0. ‘11 §- ?;ég '1) g
Other countries...oopmna. . 486 0. : 3 %52 g ﬁ

) Y, 45, 696 100.0 Turkey in Enrope. 1, 313 . 2

F]ﬂxﬁgiﬁm" 44, 776 08,0 Other countries.... 1,841 0.3
Netherlands 252 0.6 Portuguese . ... 105, 895 100.0
France..... 249 0.5 Portugal ... 60,726 | 63.0
Luxemburg. 87 0.2 Atlantie Islands 37314 | 352
Canoda....... 04 0.2 South America. . 1,410 13
Other eountries.. 228 0.5 West Indies .. 110 0.1

Seandinavian: Other countric 325 0.3
I~ i N . 5 a9

Swedish. . 643, 203 100.0 Rumanian..... 62,336 0.0
Swede 621, 545 9.8 Rumania. 1,82 #2.9
Finland 17,721 2.8 Hungary . 4,646 78
Narway 1, 548 0.2 Austria. 4,34 7.1
Canada. 658 0.1 Qreece. ... 383 0.6
Denmar Glg 8 é zx"ug‘(ﬁlzwm.. fgg g %

S , Dunada. $ ,
Other countries. 1,11 ]{usii . %% g})

Norwegian- . ... e 302,100 | 1000 Turkey in A ) .2
N orvgny ...... . 360, 754 99,6 Albania. 9 0.2
Canada.... o 01 Poland, 77 6.1
Bweden 308 0.1 England.. (&3 0.1
Atsen. .oo..... 184 0.1 Brllpuria. ... 64 0.1
Other countries. .- oe-- 401 0.1 Other countrie 25 0.4

1 Except possessions of the United States, % Tncludes Azores and Cape Verde Islands,
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TapLe 58.—Moraer T

Prixciran CoUNT

IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR CHILDREN

ONGUE OF THE FoRBIGN-BORN WHITE PoPULATION BY

qies oF Binti, FoR THE UNITED S1aTES: 1920—Continued

{¢*ountries shown in this table represent their postwar areas.]

FOREIGN-BORN FOREIGN-BORN
WIITE: 1020 WILTE! 1920
" MOTHER TONGUE AND

MOTHER TONGUE AND COUNTRY OF BIRTH P "
COUNTRY OF BIRTH Per cent er cen
Number | distri- Number | distri-
bution bution

~ ic and Lettic—Con.

Liatin and Greek—Con, s 1 1000 E‘]iﬁll.l(s‘sian——-Cuminued.

Greek___. o | eos a7 | 01
Gron. . WA T 1,485 0.4
urkey it Eurog f' b4 ¥
Turkey i Asid. ‘@] 04 Ruthenian 1 eserm| 100
Austrif., - ce.. 25 0.1 Poland ... - 43, 534 78.2
Polund... 215 01 Austria.. . 7,452 13. 4
Europs, nut ] 01 y ) 3,228 5.8

\ frica.. y X Jungary .. - . 6
Yugosla WML Ml ey : 28| 04
Albania. . i 01 Yugoslavia. . 111 0.2

Bi| 01 Canada.....__. : 9 0.2
12 0.1 Other countries..venno. .. 170 0.3
. 1
}(l)g 8. 1 Slovenian. .o ocoooeoooaooos 102, 744 100.0
410 0.2 Yugoslavia. - 48, 388 45,1
Austria..._ - 44, 611 43.4
Czechoslovakia g, %8 4. g
107,302 [ 100.0 Ay a2
422, 81.2 85,7 547 0: 5

Rusia... 72, 065 0"7) 490 0.5

Austria. 43,618 4 305 0.3
ey 28 1| 01

2, 5 )
1 843 g% 702 0.7

1, 53 3 o .

erbo-Croatian......_.._... 125, 844 100.0
gzg 8% ® Yugoslavia- 94: 114 74.8
00 o1 Austria... 24,028 | 101
2, 890 03 Hungary. . 4, égg g ;3
528 0.4
24,504 | 100.0 208 0.2
99, 868 8.4 205 0.2
08, 820 16.5 155 0.1
1,287 0.5 138 0.1
908 0.4 140 0.1
i 0.3 136 0.1
it 32 114 0.1

Poland. . i

Furope, 1 23;, g'} Other countries...._...... 609 0.5
£anada..... 136 5 A oot 12, 853 100, 0
Other countri 559 6.2 Blgﬁlaé;}?ﬁ_ """""" , 462 7.6
Greece. o ooeeo s 2,651 20.6
BIOVAE onv v cvmme s oo n 274,048 1 100.0 Turkey in Burope. 177 1.4
Crechoslovakin 143, 179 48.4 Yugoslavia...... 129 L0
{5103 o0 SN 90, 370 32,9 ussia..... 93 0.7
Hungary . . 28, 771 10. 5 Germany., Ve 0.6
ugoslavia 13,815 5.0 Austria... 76 0.6
Folay 4,730 L7 Hungary - 04 0.5
Huasl 1,730 0.6 Other countries......__... 123 Lo

Ciermany, . 374 0.1
Rurnanis. . 343 0.1 Blavic, not specifled.. ... 2,039 100.0
Huly. ... - 245 0.1 UNBATY w v e cemmmmee 1,616 70.2
Cungda, . 187 0.1 Austring . ol 343 16.8
Europe, not specifi . 141 0.1 Germany e, oo 33 L6
Other eountries .. ....... 1,063 0.4 Other countries...._______ 48 2.4

302,040 | 100.0 Lithuanian and Lettish...__ 182,227 100. 0

361, 843 92.3 Lithuania. . o.._.o_...__. 120, 441 60. 4

12,17 3,1 RUSSIR e e e 49,140 27.0

> 8,781 2,2 Poland.. 3,446 1.9

England 1,327 0.3 Austria 682 0.4

Hungary .. 1, 255 0.3 Germany......__.___ 10 634 0.3

Lithuania. 1,137 0.3 Beotland... 415 0.2

Lianads, 934 0.3 England. .. 404 0.2

Rumania.. 936 0.2 Czechoslovakia 179 0.1

Czechnsloy, 028 0.2 ugoslavig. ... ... 146 0.1

Vugoslaviu.... 427 0.1 Canada.. ..o " 139 0.1

Asin, ot speettied 412 a1 Other countries....____.__ 601 0.3

" Probably inclades w ¢
tangue,

susiderable proportion o

=4

Hebrews erroneously reported as of Russian mother
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Tapre 58.-—Moruer ToNgUE oF THE Forerex-porNy WHrTE POPULATION BY
Privcrean Counrrirs oF Birty, vor tue Unirep States: 1920—Continued

[Countries shown in this table represent their pustwar areas.)

FOREUGN-BOIN

FOREIGN-BORN

WHITE: 1020 WHITE: 1020
MOTHER TONGUE AND MOTHER TONGUR AMD i
COUNTRY OF BIRTH Per e m COUNTEY OF BIRTI l ‘Pvr(-r‘nt
Number | dis | Number | distri-
buuon | i hution
i i
i ;
Bemitic: TUgro-Finn-—Continved. |
Yiddish and Hebrew ... 1,001, 820 164 0 Finnish. ... . 195,667 0 100.0
Russia. . coeonacane. 701, 181 725 1 130,808 & yT.0
Poland. 114, 364 10.5 . L0
Austria. 49, 270 0.1 Swede 0.4
Rumanis 37,257 3.4 Canad: (O]
Hungary. 16, 964 1.6 Xxorway —-- 0,2
Togland. . 0, 845 (18] Other countrie 0.1
Lithuania 4,071 0.5
Germany. 3, 100 0.3 || Unelassified and unknown:
anada_..__ 2, 687 0.2 Turkish . ..., . b, 627 100.0
Crzechoslovakia. 2,021 0.2 Turkey in Aqm . 5 826 a4
Pualestine. .. 1, 568 0.1 Turkey in 416 6.3
Frunce..... 847 0.1 Armenin.. 263 4.0
Turkey in Asiu. 76 01 Giroece fois 3.4
taly. ... 712 0.1 Syria. 17 1.6
Seotland.. 694 01 Polestine. 45 0.7
Irelang..... 494 0.1 Albania. . 41 0.6
Yugoslavia___ 645 01 Dulgaria.. . 32 0.5
Other countries 4,114 04 Asla, not s 2 45 0.5
Other countries 136 a1
Armenian. ... a7, 647 100. 0
Armenia._. 35,321 o8 Alhanian 5, 515 160.0
Turkey in Asi 524 1.4 Alhania . 5, 086 022
ussin. ... 471 1.3 Groees . R 14 4.2
Turkey in Eurcpe 391 10 . 118 a1
Asiq, not specifled.. 313 0.8 . 38 0.7
Syrin.. .. 131 0,3 . . 32 L6
78 02 Other countries... . 19t 2.2
55 01 )
54 61 All other . ovmeegonaean 1,28 0.0
51 0.1 Asm, not specified. B2 65.3
258 0.7 173 M1
4l 4.2
- 57,557 0.0 2 3.4
. &0, 727 881 o 19
1. . 1, 656 2.9 137 1.2
Asin, not specified_ . - 1,640 28
Palestine......... B 1,153 2.1 7,166 100.0
Lurope, not speeifled . __ 807 1.4 1,37 8.5
Afriea. . ... - 495 0.8 1, 196 87
Yugoslavia. - 160 0.3 602 9.2
Canndu_.__. R 139 0.2 sl L2 7.1
Bouth America. - o] 0.2 West Indies 1. - 471 6.6
Armenia.. . 93 0.2 Hungary. ... 368 51
Mexico. . . 7 0.1 348 4.9
Turkey i in Kurope.. - 62 01 f}ii 4.%
Gireece.. . Jit:3 0.1 300 4.2
Austria. . 52 0.1 203 2.8
Qther countries. . a2 0.5 169 48
137 1.9
Ugro-Finn: 0 L8
Magyar 268,112 100.0 \ 15 L6
Hungary . . 253, THO 94,7 103 1.4
Crechaslo e 6, 52 a5 O omml Amer 0z 14
Yugoslavia 2,678 ] Switzerland. | w 1.3
Rumania 2, (06 1.0 Asia, not &}wmﬂod v L1
Poland.._ - 817 0.3 bBelgium. . 72 L0
Germany - 475 0.1 Finland i 1.0
Canada.. - 21 0.1 France . a1 0.7
Russig. .. . 4 0.1 Other conntries. ... 4 4.1
Other countries..caecaen .. 649 0.2 {

1 Except possessions of the United States.

1 Includes Azores and Cape Verde Islands,
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The data provided by this group of tablfas derive their thef
interest from the light they throw upon the racial cpmpgsmqn of ‘the
contral and eustern FEuropean and the Levantine 1mgrat10n.
Anong the north, west, and south Europe&n peoples t.here is a large
messure of correspondence between nat_lgnal. boundaries and etl?mc
divisions, so that in their case the classification by country of birth
requires little supplementation. ‘ .

At least two aspeets of the race and language characteristics of
these “old’’ immigrants are, nevertheless, worthy of note. T].le first
is the relative number of Irish among the more recent immigrants
from the United Kingdom. The second is the racial complex in
Switzerland, France, Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxemburg.

From Table 159 it is scen that out of approximately 538,000
arrivals from the United Kingdom in 1910-1919, slightly more than
182,000, or 33.8 per cent, were Irish. That is to say, there are to-day
about two English, Scotch, and Welsh immigrants to.ejery Trish
immigrant—a state of affairs very different from that existing in the
#pighteen forties and fifties.” ‘ ' A

The peculinrities of the ethnic situation in Switzerland, France,
Belgium, and Netherlands ave set forth in Tables 157 and 159,

Both show that the Swiss immigration consists chiefly of Germans,
with & minority of French, and a still smaller minority of Italians,
and that the Belgian, Dutch, and Luxemburger populations are a
confused medley of German, French, Flemish, Dutch, and Frisians.
In other words, this group of countries has not sent to the United
States a uniform class of immigrants, but a diverse group, whose
racial types and cultural characteristics are affiliated with one ar
another of the larger neighboring nationalities.

The French immigration is notable for the surprisingly large num-
ber of Gernans ineluded within it.  Table 157 indicates that 14.4 per.
cent of the natives of France ¥ now resident in this country claim
German as their mother tongue, and Table 159, that during the
decade ended 1019 some 2,440 out of 60,335 French immigrants spoke
German. It is probable that most of these *German-French”
came from the border provinees of Alsace and Lorraine.

These ethnie complieations are, however, as nothing in comparison
with those indicated for central and enstern Europe. Tables 56 and
58 show how complex are the race and language groups in central and
castern Europe and in the Near East.  Central Turope pregents the
most confused picture, for, according to Table 56, the 2,644,000
foreign born originating from that region contain not less than 8
sepurate language families numbering over 100,000 each. The
uajority of the lingual stocks represented in this group are various
branches of the Slavie-speaking peoples; yet they make up by no

# Postwar hulndaries are used in this table,
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means all of it.  Over 30 per cent are of German, Hebrew, or Magyar
mother tongue. Much the same distribution of peoples is shown by
the racial classification of immigrants from this region, set forth in
Table 57,

The data for the separate countries of central Kurope in Tubles 58
and 157 display o similar sort of ethnie mosaic for each nationality,
as well as for the whole body of immigrants from that area. Thus,
Table 157 shows that in only one foreign-born national group are
there as many as 80 per cent of one mother tongue. This is the
immigration coming from Poland. Among the Hungarians, the
dominant Magyars make up not quite 64 per cent of the total; among
the Czechoslovals, the Czechs, who are the principal language group,
are only 52.7 per cent of the whole nationality; among the Austrians,
the German-speaking element is a bare 35 per cent of that country’s
representation, and the Croats make up only slightly more than that
percentage of the Yugoslavian quota. The remaining 20 to 65 per
cent in each nationality contains a congeries of Hebrews, Germans,
and various Slavic elements. This does not mean that the actual
populations of these countries are made up of similar proportions of
these various races. It is among the immigrants from these countries
that this diversity exists. And the reason is pretty plain. The
minority race groups emigrate much more readily than those composing
the dominant majorities. 1t is the minorities who suffer from religious
persecution, social discrimination, and restricted economic op-
portunity, and who, therefore, seek the wider opportunities of the
New World much more numerously in proportion to their population
than do the more favorably situated majority races. That is to say,
the peoples in central Europe display o far greater variety of races,
languages, and cultures than consideration of national boundary lines
alone would indicate. And the race friction arising out of this
state of affairs causes this racial diversity to appear in an exaggerated
form among the immigrants sent by this region to America, for the
burden of this friction bears most heavily upon the minority elements
among these peoples and gives them a speeial motive to seek an
asylum in this country.

TExamination of the data for eastern Europe leads to similar re-
sults. Much the same sort of “confusion of tongues” is manifested
by Tables 56 and 57, covering the whole region, as well as by Tables
58 and 157, which tale up each country within the arca. There is,
of course, a difference in the races involved. The Germans lose in
prominence, and the Ugro-Finn stock, particularly the Finnish
clement, gains. Moreover, the Hebrews assume a leading position
among all the immigrants from eastern Europe. Of 1,101,713 ecastern
Europeans admitted to the United States in 1410-1919, over one-
third, or 401,463, were Hebrews, And 40,2 per cent of the eastern
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Buropean foreign bom enumerated as of 1920 claim “Yiddish and
Hebrow?' as their mother tongue, while it is likely that a considerable
wumber of the additional 20.2 per cent Russian-speaking foreigners
from that rerion are also Hebrews®  This predominant Hebrew strain
stong the eustern Baropeun immigrants throws into high relief the
generalization just made coneerning racial minorities.  The Hebrews
are ned nearly so numerons in eastern Kurope as their prominence
arpong the inmigrants from there would suggest. However, they
have Leen u bitterly oppressed people, and they consequently appear
winony the imunigrants from that area in far higher proportion than
buve other peoples,

Eoven raore strongly murked is this tendency when the data for the
separate castern ecountries are examined.  Thus it appears from
Tahle 157 that at least 56.5 per eent-——probably more—of the Russian-
born fureigners in this eountry are Hebrew,  When it is remembered
that fess thun 4 per cent of the population of European Russia is
Hebrew @ this Leavy influx of Russian Hebrews appears truly
rexaarkable.  The Rumanian born exhibit likewise an abnormally
bigh percentuge of Hebrew-speaking peoples, namely, 36.3 per cent
of that group, Moreover, Table 159 shows that, among recent
iamigrants from Rumania, the Hebrews have been greatly in the
wajority, making up 10,058 out of 13,566 coming from that country.®

An even more striking example of the sanme tendency is manifested
by the suadl group of foreign born originating in European Turkey.
A bare 416 out of 5,254 of these Turkish born, resident in this country
i 1920, speak the Turkish tungue.  The overwhelming majority speak
Greek, Spunish,® Armenian, and Yiddish or Hebrew. Obviously,
it 35 the racial minorities, suffering from religious animosities and
political confliet, who make up the bulk of “ Turkish” immigrants to
this eountry.

The south European immigration is not so mixed in race and
language. Tubles 157 and 159 show that over 90 per cent of the
immigrants from cach south European country belong to the dominant
racial or language proup in that country, It is true that, according to
Tuble 130, arathier large number of Portuguese immigrants are recorded
as of “Afriean” or Negro race, but, as is indicated by the footnote
attached to that table, most of these are not natives of Portugal,
but of the Portuguese-owned Cape Verde and Azores Islands.

#OY Foarteenth Ce

ko Encycopedin Britannica, eloventh edition, Cambridge, 1011,
a' by Waltar A. Phillips).

vhground of Rumanian Hebrew Immigration, see Joseph, Jewish
ew York, 1914, pp. 66, 07,
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The foreign born from the Near Bast deserve some attention,
As with central and eastern Turope, the immigration from this region
reflects an exceedingly confused racial situation, with Greeks, Arme-
nians, Hebrews, and Syrians in the majority. It is true that, in
apparent contradiction to the tendency just pointed out, Table 157
shows that the Armenian and Syrian speaking peoples make up the
bulk of the Armenian and Syrian immigrations—that is, the Arme-
nian and Syrian immigrants represent the dominant groups in those
countries; yet both of these nationalities really represent isolated,
almost heleaguered, groups, surrounded, outnumbered, and harried
by hostile neighbors, so that the generalization regarding racial
minorities still applies to them.

The most noteworthy featurcs of the ethnic make-up of the various
immigrants from other parts of the Western Hemisphere have already
been discussed. Of minor interest is the unexpectedly large pro-
portion of non-Spanish-speaking persons coming from Central and
South America. Table 157 brings out the fact that only a little
more than half of the foreign born from Central and South America
are of Spanish mother tongue. The rest are Italian, Inglish and
Celtic, Portuguese, German, and French. The Portuguese are,
probably, in the main, from Brazil, while the French and English
may represent, in part, inhabitants of French and British Guiana.
The Italians and Germans, however, and many of the French and
English are probably relatively recent arrivals from Europe, who,
after having tried their fortunes in one or another of the countrics
to the south, have reemigrated thence to the United States. In
addition, a few may be sons and daughters of an earlier generation
of RBuropean immigrants to these southern countries. Altogether,
there are about 7,688 of these Portuguese, Italian, English, French,
and German speaking ‘“Spanish-Americans,” furnishing another
interesting example of the devious and unsuspected chanucls by
which the population stream of this country is being fed.

There remains to be considered the #hird set of factors brought
out by these tables, namely, the extent and distribution of certain
nonnational and extra-national stocks. Table 58 is of major interest
in this connection. Two types of racial dispersion are exhibited by
this and the accompanying tables. The first is that of the non-
national groups; the second is that of the exira-national. The most
important example of the nonnational stocks is the Hebrew. Ex-
cepting in the recently established mandate of Palestine, there is
no geographical region over which this people exercises political
sovereignty; hence, if the foreign stock of this country were classi-
fied merely nccording to nationality, this important element would

43381°—27——9



114 IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR CHILDREN

be eompletely disregarded.  There are, nevertheless, at least 1,091,000
Yiddish and Hebrew speaking persons among the foreign born of
this evumtey, probably many more.  So numerous are they, indeed,
that they rank fourtl among the mother-tongue groups of the foreign
borm,

The dispersion that thev show is remarkable. = They come from
mere than 17 different countries, a greater number than is displayed
by any other language group excepting the German.  Thus, possess-
ing no homeland of their own, they have come to this country from
tomis a3 widely separated as Canada and Asia Minor.

Comsiderably smuller nounational groups are the Ruthenian and
the Slovendan, there being only 55,672 of the former and 102,744
of the latter in this country in 1920. Both come from much
the same territories—Hussia, Poland, Austria, Hungary, Czecho-
slovakin, and  Yugoslavia—the former being most heavily con-
centrated in Poland and Austria, the latter in Yugoslavia and
Austria,

The extra-national language groups are those composed of peoples
who overflow their national boundaries into both adjacent and
fur distant countries. In one sense all the immigrant peoples of the
United States are extra-nationul, since they are now outside their
own nationa! bouudaries. But, as used here, the term applies to
those who come to this country from regions other than those ordi-
nurdy aszociated with their ethnic type.  Of these the most important
are the German, English and Celtie, Polish, Spanish, and French.
The Germans show the widest dispersion measured according to
nupaber of countries from which they come; the English, the widest
measured in the volume of immigration originating outside the
vriging} mother eountry,  Thus there were at the last census Germans
iu this ecuntry bomn in 18 countries outside of Germany, As for
the English, out of 3,007,000 English and Celtic speaking foreign
horn, only 26.5 per cent were born in England.  Of the remainder,
it is true, the mest were born in Ireland, Scotland, and Wales, yet
as many as 7h,000, or 26.2 per cent, were of Canadian birth. Some-
what the same relationships are exhibited by the F rench-speaking
fureign born, of whom only 26.9 per cent were born in France, while
60,4 per cent were Freneh, Canadians,

As previows portions of this diseussion have indicated, oply a small
minerity of the Spanish population of this country ever saw Spain,
over Wb per cent coming from Mesico, the West Indies, or Spanish-
Atnerien.

The wide dispersion of these and other extra-national groups leads
to an important generalization: Several ethnie groups are seriously
wndsrestinited Do any awalysis of the Joreign stock that takes into
actonsd ily country of origine Particularly does this apply to the
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English and Celtic. Most of those so classified are English-speaking,
Celtic as a living mother tongue being of only minor importance
among the foreign horn of this country.® Now, the English-born
English compose only 5.8 per cent of the total foreign-horn white, yet
the English-speaking foreign born are 21.9 per cent of the foreign-
born population, easily leading all other language groups. In so far
as language uniformity implies eultural uniformity, there is, and for
a long time has been going on, a very much heavier absorption of
English elements by the population of this country than a eursory
examination of recent statistics would indicate. It is true that within
the group there arc important differences, more especially between the
southern Ivish and the other English and Celtic speaking elements.
Yet there is, in general, a common language, and this is probably
the most important single feature of any group’s cultural endowment.
There is one significant corollary from this fact. In view of the start-
ling statistics which are often published concerning the large number
of non-English-speaking immigrants coming into this country in
recent years, it is well to remember that the largest single language
group entering the United States is one which speaks the tongue that
always has prevailed and probably always will prevail in this country.

The obverse of this is also true, however. It should not be for-
gotten that certain non-English-speaking elements, such as the Ger-
man, Polish, Spanish, and French, are far more numerous even than the
immigration from Germany, Poland, Spain, and France suggests, and
that, in addition, there is a fifth non-English-speaking people—the
Hebrews—which outnumbers every language group excepting the
English, German, and Italian.

The foregoing analysis of the ethnic and linguistic grouping of the
foreign stock calls attention to certain points of general import. In
the first place, it brings out the unreliability of any generalizations
based solely on the country of origin of the fereign born. If this
additional basis of classification were not utilized, such a significant
group as the Hebrews would entirely escape observation, and such an
interesting movement as the recent negro influx would searcely be
noticed. Again, without this type of analysis, the significance of
such important cultural groups as the English, German, and Spanish
speaking clements would be seriously underrated.

Again, there seems to be a tendeney on the part of certain students
of immigration to ignore the whole question of the language and
culture characteristics of the foreign stock and to concentrate their
attention upon none too clearly identifiable ethnie traits. In view of
the decisive role that Janguage and culture drifts have played in

2 The Celtic language revival has naturally not made as much headway here s in Irelapd.
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humai history)” sueh an atritwde s unfortunate.  This material
brimes out the agnitude of eertain of these cultural entities, and so
sepyes b reend] the student’s attention to this aspeet of the immigrang
pm‘fai g 1 i 40 be regretted that these data are not available for a
Lotyzer period of years: and it is further to beregretted that thematerial
o raees and peoples” eollected by the Bureau of Tmmigration is not
oty elimily eomparalide with that for “mother tongues” tabulated
by the Burean of the Census,
A second risult of this portion of the study is the evidence that it
seeins b furnish of & tendency on the part of certain minority
evhnte groups 1o leave their native lands in relatively greater numbers
than {éw more advantaged mufority elements by which they are domi-
sited,  This phenomenon raisis @ question to which o comp]cte answer
e pod b 'Ma mpted in this monograph.  The question is whether
ioend stiduss of the immigrant problem Lave not somewhat over-
tressend the importance of cooionie s distinguishied {rom religious and
iead pressure in the motivation behind recent immigration. 1t
i often sabd that the ©old” immigrant came to this country largely
im simred of politieal feeedom and religious tolerance, but that the
“oww " fnanizeant s prompted by a different and, by nnphcatu)n,
L worthy met of motives, numely, the search for better economic
opporinnitios  Now, i this were so, would not all the peoples of a
pvon wre, v aneder the some economie conditions, the same wage
sinbios, the s stege of indostrial development, and the like, scd\
better thenelves in aboat the swne proportion?  And does not
the fact thut one race enigrates to America many times as heavily
s annther suegest that eertain special factors, such as political and
iy sion, are operating upon that race? Eeonomic influ-
enees there ?,F!hwuul’ Ally ave, as there undoubtedly have been during
the vutirs eolunizution and settlement of this country. Yot ther
frwve sl been relizioas and politieal fuctors behind the “new” s
well as the “old” immigration. Henee, it is likely that there is
caatderably less difference than is often thought to exist between
the motivation of the inmigrant of this and of an earlier generation.™
Finally, the surpricing resurgence of the “old” immigrant race
stoeks displazed in Tubles 53 and 136 raises many interesting prob-
lewiss Iosaay be merely o statistieal freak which would not appear
if there were @ more zu!s:; ite hasis of comparison. On the other
band, it mey herald s swing back to older sources of bmmigration,
strh ey the ;‘sr«f.wﬁ ¥ umm legislation du'e( tlv fosters. At nll

tie

wn'i (u!nm\ (hx{t in l urope und Asis, nnd the Celtie drift in
by Wesster, €., Man and Calture, Wew Yorls, 1923, passim.

: aerkh, “The Thete rmmmun of Raeind Stoek among Ameriean Inumigrants, ™
wl Asioctstivn pubilicativng, new sories, No, 7 76, Det., 1906, pp. 206, 207,
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events, it emphasizes a point that has been repeatedly stressed;
namely, that the “old” and “new” immigrant groups are, merely
as statistical units, let alone as anthropological, social, or political
entities, much less well defined than is often supposed.

3. TERRITORIAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE FOREIGN STOCK, BY COUNTRY
OI' ORIGIN AND MOTHER TONGUE

Near the beginning of this monograph a chapter is devoted to the
territorial distribution of the foreign stock as a whole, and a later
chapter gives some attention to the urban and rural location of the
foreign born according to the year of their arrival in the United States.
The analysis undertaken here is more in the nature of a rounding out
of these earlier ones than a full exposition of the settlement of the
various ethnic components of the foreign population. Indeed, so
voluminous and complicated is the material concerned ¥ that it is
impossible in this study to undertake its complete examination.

The data fall into two groups: First, the geographic divisions or
States in which the several categories of the foreign stock are settled
and, second, the relative urbanization of these groups, Certain con-
clusions of general significance constitute s third item of discussion.

Considerable difficulty attaches to the exposition of the first topie,
namely, the distribution of the foreign stock by country of origin
and mother tongue and by geographic divisions and States. The
material is too extensive to permit of satisfactory tabular summariza-
tion, most of the tables dealing with it being too bulky to be inserted
in the text. The difficulty can be overcome, in part, by the liberal

use of maps. Hence, Maps 1 to 15, as well as Tables 59, 60, and 160
" to 166, deal with this phase of the question.

The material may be grouped under three heads: The distribution
of the “old”’ and “new” European immigrants, the distribution of
American immigrants, and the diffusion of the non-English-speak-
ing elements in our immigration.

Attention has already been given to the territorial distribution of
the ““old” and “new’’ immigrants, the data relating to the year
of immigration having been seen to indicate that the former were
concentrated in the northern and western Mississippi Valley.

Examination of the various nationalitics composing the “old”
immigration gives this generalization partial, but only partial,
confirmation.

# Far example, there are 43 separate countries of birth and 32 mother tongues; ¢o that a table covering
the 9 geographic divisions, the 48 States, and the District of Columbia requires 2,404 entries for couniry
of birth and 1,856 for mother toogue.

e
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Tanser 89~-F¥ive Pueverran Covwenigs or Divra or Fomau(;?:-nonw Warrs
Porvration, row Eacy Grocrarnic Division: 1920

LROEARHE 1 GEOGRAPHIC - "
JUET i '*"‘k’} DIVISION Runk|  Country of birth
Wow Eagland . 3 I i Faat Bouth Cen- 1 Germany.
) EI tral, 2 | Italy, .
! 3 | Tussia and Lithuania.
4 4 England.
& 8 Ireland,
{ .
Biddie alantie. 1 West Bouth Cen- 1 | Maexico,
bou tral. 2 | Germany.
Wi 3 | Ttaly, .
4 ERrmgny., 4 | Czechoslovakia,
5 0 drefand. i 5 | Russin and Lithuania,
: i
Bapt Morth Cen- | 1| Eiermany. Monntalttecumuans] 1 Mexico,
(TN L2 Poland 2 Lngland.
oy 3 | Canada.
g i 4 (termany.
5 | & Sweden,
Wieat North Cene {1 | dbermsny, Jig-Tot i E— 1 | Canada,
tral. 20 Sweden. 2 1taly,
3 1 Norway. 3 | Germany,
4 and Lithuanis. 4 | Mexico.
[ B 5 | England.
Bogth Atlantie.. .| 1 g Koupsia end Lithuania,
21 Dermany.
8 1 Iialy.
4 | Pudand
&5 | England t

‘Famg 60~—Rurarve Rank, v Eacn Qroerariie DIVISION, oF PRINCIPAL
" ?

LOVHATAY OF FIRTH

Treland 07
Swesten

Corsrries oF Binrn or FPoreren-porn Warre Porunation: 1620

BANE BY GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS 1

New |Middle] East | West | South | Enst | West Moun-| P
Euge | Attan.; Nerth | North | Atlan- | South | South {%(000°| e
lsmd | tic  [CentrallCeatrali tke  |CentraliCentral] t# ctiie

i the West b

les «m'i;; home coungrl

log w hich runk among the fisst 5 in ooy division; for example, Norway is

nrthcUengrad divigion, in whieh it ranks third.

Tables 59 and 60 show the five leading nationalities among the for-

elgn born in each

annther of the Mis

geopraphic division. Among them the German,

Finglish, Trish, and Scandinavian como from northwestern Burope.
All of them achieve prominence among the foreign born in one or

saippi Valley sections,® but they are by no means

concentratod there.  The Germans rank third in the Pacific division,
while the English rauk {ifth in New England, the South Atlantic, and

the Pacifie Sty

- and seeond in the Mountain region.  The Swedes,

® East and Weat WNorth Central divisions wod East ang West Bouth Central divisions.
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likewise, are among the first five in the Mountain States. As for the
Irish, they are prominent in only one of the Mississippi Valley areas,
and that oneis the Tast South Central division, in the heart of the “old
South,” where conditions are totally different from the other Missis-
sippi Valley areas, and where immigration is, moreover, of only minor
importance. It is in New England and the Middle Atlantic regions
that the Irish are most prominent, and, as will be seen presently, it is
these same regions in which many of the “new” immigrants are
prominent.

In Table 61 is shown the leading country of birth of the foreign
born for each State. Kven though the material is only one-fifth as
inclusive as that covered by the preceding table, yet it exhibits much
the same tendency. The “old” immigrants are by no means con-
fined to the Middle West. The Germans, for example, are unex-
pectedly prominent in Oregon; the English in North Carolina,
Utah, and Wyoming; and the Swedes in Idaho.

TapLe 61.—Leapineg Country or Birre or Foreren-sorN WHITE, For Eacy
Srare: 1920

DIVISION AND STATE I,ead(i)?%icrotgntry DIVISION AND STATE Lead(l)r;%;(ﬁntry

New England: South Atlantic—Caontinued,

i1 S Canada—Other, West Virginia.... Iinly.
New Hampshire. . Connda—French. North Carolina England,
Vermont 0. South Carolin Rusgis.
Massachusctts. Ireland. Qeorgla. ... Do.
Rhode Island. Italy, Florida........ West Indies,
_ Connecticat. . Do, East South Central:

Middle Atlantic: Kentueky ooooroeoioaoeee Germany.
New YorK. e crmeemeeacon- Do, Tennesses... Russia.
Now Jersey. .. Do. Alabama... Ttaly.
T'ennsylvania Do. B PETSTECTEC) 1) I Da.

Xast North Central; West South Central:

hio....... Germany. Arkansas._. Germany.
Indiana.. Do. Louisiang Ttaly.
Tlinois. . Do. Germany,
Michigan Canada—Other. Mexico.
Wisconsin Germany.

West North Central Cunada—Otber

Minnesota Sweden. Bweiden,
OWD o oo Germuny, England.
Missouri. ... Do, V- -..| Rusela,
North Dakota.. Norway. New Mexico. . .1 Mezico.
Houth Dakota... Do. Arizons.... . Do.
ebraski. . coecerccrcannnn Germany. Utah..... Enpgland.
Kansas Do. Nevada._._. Italy.

Bouth Atlantic: Pacifle:

Delaware. . Italy, Washington, .; Canada—Other.
Maryland.. TRussia. regon. ... .- .| tiermany.
District of Colombia . Do. Calfornia.. ccoararmnvnenan Mexico.
Virginia.oooooeoieanen Do.

Tables 160 to 166 and Maps 1 to 15 also reveal a greater diffusion

among the north and west Europeans than would be expected. Thus,
Map 1 indicates that the German born compose at least one-tenth of
the total foreign-born population in 27 States, including New York,
New Jersey, South Carolina, Georgia, and Louisiana, while Table 160
shows the Irish to be equally prominent only in New England, in the
District of Columbia, and the States of New York, Delaware, and
Kentucky.

R—
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Tuble 161 pravides additional evidence of the same sort. It is based
on the pereentage resident in oach State of each foreign-horn group.
Its most notewortly feature is the fact that New York contains g
large proportion of virtually every important foreign-born group,
“old™ or “new.”  For example, 27.5 per cent of all the Irish, 8.5
per cent of the Swedes and the Belgians, 21 per cent of the Trench,
erul 17.5 per cent of the Germans are residents of Now York, The
figures for geographic divisions in this table show that 8 out of 13
“oll,” or porthern and western European, nationalities have over
one-fuurth of their number residing in New England or the Middle
Atlantie area. that 15, sway fram the agricultural States in which
they are commonly supposed to have settled almost exclusively,

Maps 8 and 12, based on Table 161, have to do with two typical
Pold” immnigrant groups.  The Norwegians appear to be fairly well
concentruted in the Middle West and Northwest, but the largest
percentage of Germans is not in a Western State at all, but in New
Yok, as hus been seen to bo the ease with most of the other foreign-
born nationalities,

Before turing to the question of the distribution of the “new”
imraigrants in the United States, it may be well to note the contrast
butween the present and past penerations of “old” immigration,
Tables 162 to 164 and Maps 4 and 5 relate to this topic. As might
be expeeted, up until sbout 1900, the “old” immigrant stocks were
the leading ongs among the foreign born throughout the country,
exeepling in the West South Central division, where sccording to
Table 162, the Mexicans have ranked second among the foreign born
sinee IK70, and first sines 1010,

Tubles 163 und 164 reflect the persistence of the “old” Immigrant
types among the children of the foreign born.  The sons and daugh-
ters of Germun, Irisl, Seandinavian, and English are numerically
imnpertant not only in those groups of States where the foreign born
of these sate nutionalities are prominent, but in other areas where the
latter are now submerged by “new" immigrants, Mexicans, or Cana-
disns, A striking example of this more far-flung representation of
the seeond generation of north and west Europeans is furnished by
Maps 4 and 5. The former shows the Irish-born to be 5 per cent or
over of the foreign population in but five geographic divisions, while
the lutter shows the children af Irish to be 5 per cent or over of the
secomd generation Dnmigrang population in «ll nine geographic
divisions,

The “pew” inmigration displays an even greater and mors bewil-
dering diffusion than the “old.” Thus, Table 59 indieates that, in
afl of the geographic divisions except the Mountain, either the
Ttabiuns or the Russians and Lithuanians ¥ gre among the first five

B Largely Hetvews,
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foreign-born nationalities. Again, the Polish born rank second in the
East North Central States, third in the Middle Atlantic States, and
fourth in the South Atlantic belt, while the Czechoslovaks turn up
unexpectedly as fourth among the foreign born in the West South
Central division.

Table 160, giving the percentage of each nationality among the
foreign born of cach State, is equally disconcerting. For example,
the Italians, as seen in Map 2, achieve their greatest prominence in
the heart of the “old South,” being 36.2 per cent of the foreign white
population of Louisiana, and 23 per cent of that in Mississippi.
Not less surprising is the distribution of the Russian-born fereigners,
graphically depicted in Map 3. The three States in which this
element is of greatest numerical importance, in the total foreign
born, are North Dakota, Georgia, and Maryland.

Likewise Map 6, based on Table 61, shows the Italian or Russian
born to be the dominant foreign-born nationality, not only in certain
Middle Atlantic and New England States, where they would be
expected, but also in West Virginia, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana,
Maryland, Virginia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Georgia, Colorado,
and Nevada.

There is, nevertheless, a certain consistency in the territorial dis-
tribution of the “new” immigration. It has just been seen that the
“old” immigration shows a surprising degree of concentration in the
Middle Atlantic belt, more especially in the State of New York.
Table 161 exhibits this tendency more clearly in the case of the
“pew’ immigrants to this country. The largest numbers of most
of them are in the Middle Atlantic States, and the next largest in
the adjoining East North Central States. This generalization applies
to the Poles, Austrians, Hungarians, Russians and Lithuanians,
Rumanians, and Palestinians. The Czechoslovaks, Yugoslavs,
Bulgarians, and Greeks show a nonsignificant variant on this type of
distribution, the largest numbers of each being settled in the East
North Central division, and the next largest in the Middle Atlantic
region.

The remaining central, south, and east Europeans and the Asiatics
are more scattered, though certain of them—such as the Portuguese,
Syrians, Italians, and natives of Turkey in Asia—show New England
to be either their first or second point of maximum concentration.
Thus, most of the “new” immigrant nationality groups have the
largest percentage of their numbers settled in the Middle Atlantic,
East North Central, or New England divisions. There is only one
relatively unimportant exception. The majority of the Finnish born
are located in the Middle West, 31.1 per cent being in the Fast
North Central division, and 21.1 per cent in the West North Central.
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It shongdd be noted that this generslization applies to the per cent
distribution for each nationality taken as a unit. As has hoeen seen
from the analvsis of Tables 60 and 61, and of Tables 160 and 161,
together with the maps associated with them, when each State and
geographic division i tuken us o unit, the “new” immigration reveals
a wide url unexpocted dispersion,
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Map 8.—Prr Cent oF Russian BonrN 1v FORBIGN-BORN Poruramon, ny
SraTes: 1920

[[TT1T) 5 7o to ven cenr
77710 10 20 pzn cent

£ 4201030 PER GENT

Mar 4.—Prr CeNT oF Irisu Born 1N ForrieN-BorN POPULATION, BY
Groeraruic Divisions: 1920

,l Pdgn, G
9,
o MonT, ey / ‘il/
%Jo,, e o, Q:
e wEs|T - L
u I r 8.0ak, A ge'_'-r M\D_‘;‘f)‘}f\, 3 4
. o =\ E ey
| NORTH GENTRAL d "W:, }ike
ay, Oy N . Bk, E\ WA Nomﬂ o ! L
o o T[A TN = |-
e cota — WA
KAMIAD L3 T ‘I' ! I g
R = ‘ gl edle
N v rx, iy - T o O‘OJ e
£.8.T] s
S MU DDA}LA ’u
. ; \ |
[ vess v 5 e SOUTl;I‘mOENT Aul.. ] | f.
[D]I[[lbmlo PeR caNT
V7710 10 20 sem ceny )
320 10 30 ren caxy
Eﬂ PER CEKT AND OVER
=

The deductions already made concerning the distribution of the
North and South American immigrants to the United States are
borne out by the material presented by this group of tables and maps.
In general, the Canadian born, both French Canadian and “other”
Canadian, are concentrated along the northern border of the United
States, while the Mexican born are most heavily settled along the
southwestern border. That is, the Mexicans and Canadians have

[
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Mapr B,—Prr ConT or Ineg PanpNrTsian 1xv Narivi Born or Mixup
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gimply moved across the boundary lines separating their countries
from the United States. Maps 6, 18, 14, and 15 throw into high
volief these population movements, According to Map 6, the Ca-
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New Mexico, and 77.2 per cent in Arvizona. . In California, however,
this element of the population leads the Italians by a very small margin.
Again, according to Map 13, it is this same group of four States in
which the greatest number of Mexicans are settled.

Maps 14 and 15 likewise place the heaviest percentage of Canachans
in the northern border region, the French Canadians being grouped in
a solid block in. Now England, directly across the border from French
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MaP 18.—Four Srarms I Wricn LARgesT PERCENTAGE OF Mpxican
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The graphic record that these maps provide of these Mexican and
Canadian invasions calls attention to a statemont made oarlier in
tbis monograph, namely, that these two ethnic groups derive their
significance, not g0 much from their absolute numbers as from their
concentration and almost continuous conlact with their parent popula-
tions. 'There are regions along the Mexican and New England borders
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of this country whore thore are practically no foreign born excopting
Mexicans and French Canadians and where thoe population is in
direct communication racially and culturally with Moexico or French
Canada. Putting the matter anothoer way, it is not impossible that,
if these two over-the-border movements should continue for an-
other decade on the same scale as in the one just closed, plebiscites
of the sort which have been held in Upper Silesia and Transylvania
would result in tho transfor of a considerable portion of the torritory
of the United States to Moxico and Canada.

It would be profitable to pursue this phase of the inquiry into the
mother tongue of the immigrants in the various parts of the country.
Considerations of space, however, render such an undertaking impraoe-
ticable. There is opportunity only to consider thoe rolative position
of English and Celtic mother tongues among the foreign born in the
various parts of the United States. It may readily be seen that a
large percentage of English and Celtic in any rogion hespoaks a small
percentage of non-English-spoaking foreign born in that region, and
vice versa. Furthermore, it should bo remembered that—Irom the
viewpoint of ‘“ Amepicanization” activitios—it is the non-English-
speaking forcign born who offer the most obvious problem, since
they can not becomo effectivoly acquainted with the customs and
ideals of the United States until they speak the language of the
country. ’

Table 165 and Map 7 diseloso an intoresting situation. Inglish
and Celtic is most common among the foreign born in the Now
England region, and loast common in the West South Central

43381°—27——10
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Taprn 68.—Rmerons aNp CoUNTRIES OF BiRTH OF FOREIGN-BORN Wiyrs,
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7 | Americs .mu. JR, W 071118 38§ Wales..
19 30 | Yugosiuv.
B 2 | Dol
X 21 clglom....
% Eﬂ?&féﬁ - 831‘3 22 gg g mc})oslovukin
01,3 || 28 IWOdon...cueer
2 gg{eﬁ?ﬁl?ﬁ.._ . 0L.0 || 24 44 | Luzembur
| emomntind ) 81 & i | N
8 | Rumania....... 3 1andg.en .
7 Gentmli Americt......| 9.7 |1 27 47 Igonxxlnrlc
8 | Turkoy in Asif-......| 80.4 || 28 48 | Finlond...
0| “Other Wost Indles’.| 80.1 || 20 [ Japan.... 40 | Mexico
10 | Russifncccvcanmumnnn 88.6 || 30 | Ohina..__ 50 1 Norway
11 | Lithuenig.cocecuouens 87.8 || 31 | Portuglemmnecemennnn

! Afriea, Austrslin, Atlantic Yslands, Pacific Islands, country not spocified, and born ot soa.

TABLE G4d.—

Dirrariyces N Pzn Canr DisrrisorioNn of Toran Fonrpron-

BORN WHITE AND UrBAN PormigN-sorN Witk PoruraTioN, BY Redron
on CounTrY or Binrw, ror TaB UNrrmp Srareg: 1920

DIFFERENCE IN
PER CENT DISTRI~
BUTION, TOTAL AND
URBAN FOREIGN~

DIPFERENCE IN
PER CENT DISTRI-
DUTION, TOTAX, AND
URBAN FORXIGN-

) . 1 DORN WIITE }
REGION OR COUNTRY OF DIRTI BORN WHIHE REGION OR COUNTRY O BIVIIL N WITE
Urban | Urboan Urbsn | Urban
groator loss groator Toss
by by— by- | by—
Nerthwostern Eurepoe Contral Ruropo:
Contral BEurope ... .- A1V (14 S, - L0 s
FEastern Europe.. CrochoslovaKIN. mramaneenmelummamascan 0.3
Southern BEurope. vemeeeemrean- TUREACY o mvnmwamnm 0.2 [eeinmnmnn
sia . YUgoslavIn . el 0.1

Amorica

Northwestern Europo:
tngland
Ireland

Norway

Sweden

France. .. .-
(57516 00110 o R

Fastorn Iuropo:

Oangda-Qthotu. ...
Mexico

I Countries having a variation of less than one-tenth of 1 per cont tro omitted,

Reference to the statistics for the 25 principal cities of the
country in Table 62 and Table 169 leads to similar results, Three out
of five of the leading foreign-horn groups are of the “new’” immigra-
tion, and they are the same three.
tongues, that is Yiddish and Hebrew, Italian, and Polish, likewise
are among the five principal groups of the foreign born in these cities,
though they are slightly lower in rank.

The corresponding mother
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It would naturally bo expected that, if the foreign born in the cities
aro dominated by the “new’’ immigrants, those in the rural areas
would be dominated by the “old.” This is not, however, ‘altogether
the case. Inspection of Table 62 indicates that, while the “new”
immigrants are represented by only one nationality—the Italians—
among the fivst five of the rural foreign-born groups, the “old’’ immi-
grants do not fare much botter, having only two nationalities in this
category, to wit, tho Germans and Swedes. The other two out of the
five most prominent rural foreign-born national elements are the
Mexicans and Canadians, :

In general, however, the “old”’ immigrants do outrank the “new’
in rural localities. Thus, in Table 63, of the 26 least urbanized
foreign-born national groups, 12 are seen to be north and west Iuro-
peans, while only 8 are recruited from other portions of Lurope, the
rest being from America and Asia, And, of tho 5 least urbanized—
and, by tho same token, most “ruralized ’~nationalitics in this table,
8, that is, the Norwegian, Danish, and Dutch, are from north and
west ISurope, the other 2 being the Finnish and Mesican born.

Again, Table 64 shows that, of the five nationalitics which are least
prominent in urban arcas as compared with the country at large,
four are north and west Kuropean and one, the Mexican, is American.

Thus far, the evidence seoms overwhelmingly in favor of the cur-
rent opinion which holds that tho *“ old” immigrant stocks have a predi-
lection for rural lifs, and that the “mew’ central, south, and onst
Touropeans tend to crowd in the cities. Further analysis, however,
indicates that these phenomena do not admib of so simple an inter-
protation.

In the first placo, thoro is evidenco that the“ old”’ immigration hasin
the past sought tho cities in large numbers, Table 170, for example,
ghows thenorthwestern Iluropean nationalitios to predominate among
the foroign born of tho 25 largest cities of this country right up
to 1900, and Table 89 brings out the fact that the “old” immigration
dominated among the total foreign born also up to 1900. The two
tables suggest, therofore, that the “old” immigration took first place
in the cities as long as it led in tho country at large, and that the
“pow’’ immigration began to be conspicuous in the cities only when
it began to be equally conspicuous in the country at large.

Tables 65, 66, 171, and 172 show, morcover, that, among the
socond goneration, the “old” immigration still occupios first and
second place in all urban areas, as well as in the 25 principal citics.
Taken in connoction with Tablo 48, these tables lead to a conclusion
similar to that just reached above, namely, that thero is a general
correspondence botween the relative position taken by these nation-
alitics in the cities and in the country as a whole.
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Tasrn 65.~—~NumsEr AND Prr Cent of Narive Warre Porurarion or Fornian
on, MIXED PARENTAGE, BY BIRTHPLACE OF ParmNTs, IN UrBaN AND RURrAn
Areas, ror Tan Unirep Srtares: 1920

NATIVE WHITE OF FOREIGN QR MIXED PARENTAGE: 1020
COUNTRY OF BIRTH OF PARENTS Number Iror cont
Total Urban Rural Urban Rural
L 01 21 USSP N 22, 686, 204 15, 700,372 6, 079, 832 69,2 30,8
Northwestern Turope:
England.. .o ecaccraaes 1,483, 024 992, 606 400, 410 66.9 381
Seolland... 421,147 280, 283 131, 804 08,7 313
Wales., ... - 103,418 108, 674 54, 744 66,5 33, 4
Ireland .. 2, 071,088 2,436,778 536, 910 82.0 18.0
Norway . 601,174 228,737 432, 437 3.0 05. 4
Bweodon... 824,720 403, 241 361, 485 50,2 43.8
Donmark 276,020 122,922 153, 107 44,5 85, b
Netherland 228, 089 118,101 109, 988 51.8 48,2
olgium,.. 60, 462 31, 800 27, 640 53.5 40, 5
Luxemburg.. 30, 272 14,184 8, 40,9 83, 1
Switzorland.. 210, 527 108, 300 104, 018 60,3 40,7
rORCo. oen. 208, 951 142,326 60, 625 08,1 31,0
QOIINANY euv v e mmeemsrmen s mmmmmme b, 344, 128 3,308,743 1, 080, 385 62,0 371
Contral and eastorn Burope: :
1 1, 684, 067 1,180, 521 405, 136 70,6 20.4
512,735 358,079 154, 650 00,8 30.2
1, 850, 403 1, 533, 766 318, 708 82,0 17,1
145, 508 01,080 84,4 42.0 58.0
- 49,003 45, 802 s 20 03.5 8,5
Bulgaria, Serb 11,022 7,308 3, 624 07,1 32,0
Turkey in Turopte e e eemwen snn 4,301 4,181 M7 5.8
Bouthern lurope:
Grooc 45, 160 41,327 4,220 90.7 9,3
1 1,721, 761 1,454,416 207, 346 84.5 18, 6
Spain._.. 25, 261 18,277 6, OB4 2.4 2.8
Portugal 00, 846 45, 608 21,343 68,1 3.0
Turope, not specifiod.wecueeveonummanes 7, 866 5,200 2, 460 08.0 82,0
Asin
Turkey in Asia.. - 63, 637 52,728 10, 900 82,0 17,1
All other countrle " 6, 696 4,068 1, 538 72,8 2.8
Amorlen:
Cannda—French. . N 548, 634 411, 340 134, 286 75. 4 24,0
GQoanada—~0Other.... - 1, 106, 744 772, 167 424, 577 04. 6 86,5
Noewfoundland.. .. - 13,128 11,872 1, 256 00, 4 0.6
West Indiest.. . 23, 587 21,068 2,519 a0, ¢ 10,7
MIOXICO e v mrcn v mmme e — 252, 046 100, 486 151, 300 30,9 60,1
Cantral and South Amorica..camn.- 7,705 G, 838 1,872 7,7 24,8
Al other oot 08, 160 47, 0564 21,105 60.0 310
O mixod forelgn Parentage. - cemeicmnne 1, 502, 467 1, 007, 686 404,772 781 26,0

1 Excopt possessions of the United States.

When it is recalled, furthermore, that in a previous section of this
monograph the fact was established that a far higher percentage of
foreign born was to be found in the cities of this country 40 or 50
years ago than to-day,® one begins to hesitate before ascribing the
existing preponderance of the “new’” immigrants in cities solely to
some sort of inherent idiosyncrasy toward city life on their part, and
to perceive that it probably is due in large measure to the fact that
the city serves as & microcosm. of the country as a whole, and there-
fore reflects in its own population the rising tide of “new?” immi-.
grants in the United States.

In this connection mention may be made of a subsidiary but sig-
nificant feature of these tables. This is the apparent paradox

0 Of, suprs, Ch, III, Tables 17, 18,and 19
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to only 4.1 per cent of the foreign born in San Francisco. Lilkewise
the Italians, another highly urbanized nationality, who are 19.6 per
cent of the foreign born in New York City, 23.5 per cent in.Newa'i‘k,
and 29.4 per cent in New Orleans, are a bare 8.7 per cent in Milwaukes,
and less than 1 per cent in Minneapolis. An explanation f.or this
paradoxical situation is suggested by the discussion of the distribution
of the foreign born by States and geographic divisions that has just
been concluded. The Norwegians are prominent in Minnesota and
Washington; ergo, they are prominent in Minneapolis, which is
situated in Minnesota, and in Seattle, which is in Washington.® The
Mexicans comprise the largest foreign eloment in California and the
largest in Los Angeles. 'The Italians are, likewise, the most numerous
nationality among the foreign born of Louisiana, Now Jersey, and
New York, and they rank first in the cities of New Orleans, La.,
and Newark, N. J., and socond in New York City. Conversely, they
are 1.5 per cent of the foreign population of Minnesota and 0.9 per
cent of the foreign born in Minneapolis, Minn. In short, the foreign
born of any nationality are prominent in cities situated in those
regions where they are prominent and are submerged in citics situated
in those regions where they are submerged. Be it noted, this state-
ment applies to all types of immigrants, to Canadians,® Mexicans, and
typical “old” immigrant nationalities, as well as to the “new’” immi-
grants., It is, of course, true that the central, south, and cast Buro-
peans are found more frequently in the vicinity of urban centers, and,
hence, 4n those urban centers, than the north and west Europeans.
But it is also true that the latter have occasionally been found in
large numbers in proximity to urbanized places, and have been
correspondingly prominent in them. ‘

Certainly this type of evidence leaves no grounds for imputing an
excess in urbanizing tendencies to one group as distinguished from
the other. It is still necessary to account for the greater tendency
of the one to be found near large cities than the other, but, as is
shown below, this can be explained largely without reference to the
idiosyncrasies of any race or group of races. :

Clearly, there is at least room for doubt as to the existence of any
uniform affinity for city life among the ‘‘new” immigrants, or for
country life among the ‘‘old.” It seems at least probable that there
are more far-reaching and obscure factors at work than the simple

cause-and-effect relationship to which the data seem at first glance
to point. : o ‘

41 Of. Tables 160and 168, The percentages are almostidentical, The Norweginns are 18.6 per cent of the
foreign population in Minneapolis and 18.6 per cent in Minnesota, They are 12.8 per cent in Seattle and
12.1 per cent in the State of Washington. - :

4 E, g, their prominence in Boston.. Of, Table 170,
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Tapwn 67.—Iven Lmaping Counrrizs or OriciNn or Formign-BorN WHITEH
PorovnarioN AND or Namive Wimra or IormiaN Srtock, AND § LmaAping
Morunr Toneuns or rE PorpraN-porN Wurrs, 1v 10 Privciran Crres: 1020

YIRST 6 COUNTRIES OF BIRTH-—

Forelgn paronts

Tirst & mother

cIry tonguoeg-~forelgn.
of native-horn N
Forelgn-horn white! | white of forelgn born white
or mixed
parentage
Now YorKe cecmvcmvummnnnanen 1 Russin and Lithuania Rugsla Yhidlsh and Yobrow
2 Italy Ity Italinn
3 Treland Jrolamd English and Celtlo
4 Germany Gormany Clerman
5 Poland Austria Russlan
Chiengo P | Poland Qormany Corman
2 Tiussia and Lithusnia | Austria Pollsh
3 Germany Ltussin Tnglish and Coltie
4 Italy Ireland Yiddish and Ilebrow
8 Bweden taly Itnllan,
Thiladelphia 1 Russin and Lithuania | Trotand English and Coltle
2 Iroland ) CGrormany Yihldish and Hobraw
3 Iinly Russin Ttalian
4 Gormany Lol Gorman
b Poland Englaid Polish
Dotrolt. oo ncvvnnswnmmnnnncuas 1 Cunadn Cormany Tnglsh and Coltlo
2 Troland Cnonda Tollsh
8 (ormany Russin Gorman
4 Rusgla and Lithuanin Austris Yildish and Tlobrow
[ Englind Ireland Tiatlnn
Cloveland 1 Poland Cormany Clorman )
) Hungary Auntrln Jinglish and Coltie
3 (lermunny Tussia Tolish
4 Russin and Lithuanis | Hungeey Magynr
5 Czechoslovakin Irolund Ttalian
Sty LowSaraevcuan e —— 1 Germany Clorrnany Clorman
2 TRussia and Lithuania | Ireland English nnd Celtio
3 Ireland Russin Yidalsh and Hobrow
4 Ttaly Austria Ttallan
b ungary England Tollsh
BostoNenvumsrummnnmnnmnn 1 Troland Trolangd Iﬂuﬁllsh and Celtlo
2 Russin and Lithuania Congada Ttalian )
4 Canada Itnly Yiddlsh and ITebrew
4 Ttal Ttuasla Gorman
& Fngland England Bwadish
RE 111731110 J S 1 Russia pnd Lithuanle | Clormeny Clorman .
2 Gormany Ruasia Ylddish and Hebrew
3 Poland Iroland Pollsh
. 4 Tialy Austrlo Icnﬁllah und Coltlo
5 Iroland Ttaly Itallan
Pittsburgh ... umsen i m——— 1 Russfa and Ldthuonin | Clormeny English and Celilo
2 Uermany Irolind Qorman
3 Poland Austria Ttallan
4 nly Russin Pollsh
5 Iroland Lealy Yiddlsh and IHebrow
L2038 ADECI08.n cwenammmmwnmnnn 1 Moxico Clormany Tnglish and Coltle
2 Conndn, England Spanish
3 England Ircland (arman
4 Gormany Canada Ttallan .
5 Russia and Lithuanin Moxlco Yiddish and ITobrow

1 Bogod on birthplace of forelgn-born whitoe porsony (goatwnr arons). 'T'ho ordoer of gountries woeuld bo

difforent i based, 88 in Oh, IX of Vol, IT, Fouricenth

oensus Roports, on birthplaco of futhor,

The second feature of importance in connection with these tables
is the peculiar urbanizing disposition of certain groups—not, be it
noted, of the “old’ or “‘new” immigrants as o whole, but of certain

nationalities and regional groupings within each,

64 are of most interest in this connection.

Tables 62, 63, and
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The tendencies revealed by these tables are, ab first sight, rather
confusing. On the one hand, they indicate an unusual urbanization
of certain Turopean race and national stocks; on the other, they
show o very high degree of urban settlerment on the part of immi-
grants from certain areas irrespective of race or nationality.

The race and nationality groups which appear to have a predilection
for city life are the Irish, the Italians, the Russian Hebrews, and
Poles. Thus, Table 62 places the Italian, Russian, Polish, and Irish
in first, second, fourth, and fifth places, respectively, among the
foreign born of urban areas, and second, first, Tourth, and fifth in the
25 principal cities. TLikewise, the mother tongue classification in the
same table shows Yiddish and Hebrew to rank second only to English
and Celtic in the 25 principal citics, whereas it takes fourth place
among the foreign born of the country as a whole.

According to Table 63, morcover, the Russian and Lithuanian
born rank tenth and eleventh when ranged according to the per cent
of their number dwelling in eities; the Irish rank fourteenth, and the
Poles and Italians geventeenth and cighteenth. Finally, as pointed
out above, Table 64 indicates that the Russian, Italian, Irish, and
Polish lead all the foreign-born groups, in the order named, in the
excess of the percentage which they compose of the urban foreign
born over that which Lhey constitute of the foreign born of the
country at large, That is, these four groups are not only conspicuous
in the cities of this country, but are considerably more so than their
numerical strength in the total foreign population would warrant.

The evidence is not quite so obvious as to the urbanization of the
immigrants from certain geographic areas. Yet it is suggestive.
Table 63 brings out the rather starthng fact that, among the 15
nationalities most heamly sottled in cities, not less than 11 are from
countries that are in either the Near Iast# or the West Indies and
Central and South America.®

It is difficult to hit upon any causative fa,ctors which. could account
also for this urbanizing tendency of the near astern and Central
and South Americans and West Indian peoples, in addition to the
Ttalians, Poles, Russian Hebrews, and Irish. Any attempt to account
for it on the basis of a racial or national predilection for city life falls
at once to the ground. For there is such a wide divergence between,
let us say, the Irish and the Russian Hebrews, and the Syrians and
the Negro West Indians that such a generalization would have to
cover practically every racial stock represented in this country, ““ old”’

4 Albants, Turkey in Burope, Palestine, Turkey in Asla, Bulgaria, Gresce, Rumanin; and Syria.
# Tho separate porcenteges achieved by these countries, in the foreign population of the country ab
large, snd of the urban aress, are so small as to make Table 64 of Mttle significance in this connection,
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As just indicated, however, the Hebrews seem to have a definite
tendency toward urban life. It is true also that they are largely
recent immigrants. Nevertheless, they seem to display an especial
dislike for raral life, and a corresponding fondness for the city. Thus,
Table 68 shows the Yiddish and Hebrew mother tongue group to be
fourth in the total foreign-born population, and fourth in its urban
foreign population, but only tenth in the rural foreign population,
while Table 62 indicates that, among the foreign born of the largest
cities of the country, this same group appears in second place, out-
distancing the German and Italian elements, which far outnumber
them in the country at large, being led, indeed, only by the English
and Celtic clement. Moreover, the same table places the Russian
born in first place among the foreigners of the 25 principal cities,
whercas they are only third in the country at large. Togother
with the evidence of Tables 63 and 64, theso figures would sug-
gest such an unusual cityward trend as to warrant the conclusion
that it must, to a considerable extent, betoken a racial peculiarity.
In this connection it may be romembered that in Europe the Hebrews
are mainly city dwellers.5

TanLn 68,—Tan Principar Morusr Tonaues or Tun FORBIGN-BORN WHITE
“Porurarion ror THE UNITED STATES, CLASSIFIBD ACCORDING TO URBAN
AND RunaLn Armas: 1920

TQTAL URDAN - RURAL
MOTHER TONGUE
Rank| Number |[Rank] Number [Rank| Number
All mothor tonguas ................ o] 18,712,764 || ... 10, 356, 983 ... 3,356,771
Total, 10 princi al mother tongnes i 11,480, 788 || cnnun 8,782,888 |...... 2, 706, 900
English and Qeltle 1 3, 007, 082 1 2,376,400 | 78 582
crmfm ................................ 2 2,207,128 3 1, 503, 339 1 703, 780
.................. 3 1, 24, 68 3 1 307,330 | 4 257, 659
Ylddish and Hebrow . 4 1,001, 820 4 , 008,770 | 10 23, 050
Polish.. 5 1,077, 392 b ), 520 7 177, 863
Bwedish [i} 643, 203 1] 405, 526 b 237,477
Ipﬂ.nish 7 466, 111 9 200, 116 3 205, 096
Frongh.. . 8 400, 950 7 341, 313 8 s
Russiant.___ Jqo0 302, 049 8 341,182 | 9 2
Norweglan.. - cnuvermcrmmcanann [P, 10 302, 199 10 170, 426 [i} 191, 774

tmlnl’robnbly includes a considerablo proportion of Fobrews erroneously reported as of Russian mother

As for the Italians, the evidence permits no definite conclusion.
It may be noted, however, that Table 62 shows them to be by no
means absent in rural areas. TFurther, their relatively heavy settle-
ment in such nonurban States as Louisiana, Mississippi, and West
Virginia,5 and their success in agriculture—which is moderate in this

0 Tspaclally fn Russia, where, until recantly, they were confined prinelpally within the ‘“Pale,’ and
debarred from agricultural pursuits, Of, Ripley: The Races of Europe, New York, 1809, pp. 878-875,
81 Cf, Maps 2 and 6, .
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the French Canadians show an opposite tendency. Thus the
Canadian and Mexican born, more especially the latter, are dis-
tinctly rural rather than urban in distribution. There is, however,
some tendency toward urbanization on the part of the French
Canadians.

The cause for this phenomenon is not far to seek. Map 13 demon-
strates the Mexicans to be most heavily settled in rural States, and
Map 15 shows that three of the four States in which the ‘““other”
Canadians are most numerous—namely, New York, Michigan, and
California~—are partially rural, though they contain large citics, On
the other hand, Map 14 places a heavy percentage of the French
Canadiang in two highly urbanized States, to wit, Massachusetts
and Rhode Island, although the other two States most densely
occupied by French Canadians are Maine and New Ilampshire,
which are partly rural. In other words, one of the principles
elucidated above is at work here: The Mexicans and Canadians are
largely settled in rural communitios, because the regions occupied by
thom are chiefly rural.. Tho slight tendency toward urbanization on
the part of the French Canadians seems due, partly, to the fact
that o portion of them are settled in urbanized centers. In this case,
however, there may be also some tendency toward urban life, or
at least, industrial life.5

The third principal topic in this section may now be taken up. It
is a surnmary, based on what has just preceded, as well as on other
portions of the monograph, of the forces that are at work in the ter-
ritorial distribution of immigration.

Before this can be done, however, it is necessary to call attention
to one factor, which has been suggested in the foregoing discussion
but which has not been explicitly set forth. This iz the principle of
ethnic cohesion. It can be best understood after reference to the
maps accompanying this chapter.

These maps reveal a clear-cut tendency on the part of certain
national groups to dwell in contiguous territories, or, in other words,
to migrate in more or less cohesive ethnic bodies. The most striking
examples of this tendency have been already noted. They are the
golidly massed Mexicans in the Southwest, the Canadians in the
North and especially in the Northeast, the Scandinavians in the
Northwest, and the Germans in the northern Mississippi Valley.
But this is not all. Maps 1 and 6 give evidence of an unexpected
overflow of Germans into Kentucky and the West South Central

8 The natives of Newfoundland offer & peculiar problem. Table 03 suggests that they are highly
urbanized, though Table 64 does not bear this out. As stated sbove, this population elass reaches tho
TUnited Statos principally by boat, through the New England ports, and it is likely that Boston and
adlacont citios nct as “way stations’” for them, In this connection, attention may once more be directed
to tho largo Conadian population in Boston,
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States, in dircet contact with the East and West North Central
States, whore they are most heavily settled. TFurther, as mentioned
above, the Russian born are seen from Maps 8 and 6 to be promi-
nent in the South Atlantic and Bast South Central States—a phe-
nomenon that seems largely inexplicable until one sees from Map 11
that this area is contiguous to the conter of heaviest Russian settle-
mont, thoe Middle Atlantic belt, and a secondary center of settlement
in Ilinois, Again, the Italians are not only prominent in the Middle
Atlantic area, as found in Map 10, but are also shown in Maps 2 and
6 to oceupy with somo density & wide V-shaped belt, extending con-
tinuously from the Middle Atlantic States to Louisiana, and thence
upward through Oklahoma, Colorado, and Utah, into Nevada and
Julifornia.

The Irish in the country are plainly seen, from Map 4, to be most
heavily sottled in two solid strips, along the country’s two sea-
boards.™

It is rogrottable that the limits of this monograph and the nature
of the materinl do not permit o detailed analysis of all the racial and
national elements. Tables 160 and 161 show pretty plainly that
most of them, as woll as theso major ethnic groups, exhibit similar
tendencios. Tor example, the numerically unimportant Czecho-
slovaks present a porfoet illustration of the characteristics here
being discussed, Their region of heaviest concentration is a block of
four contiguous States: Now York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Illinois,™
whilo thoy constitute & significant proportion of the foreign born in
& continuous belt running from thoso States south into Toxas.®

Tt must not be inferred from the foregoing that this principle of
othnic cohesion is to bo taken ng the only or even as the leading
deeisive factor in tho territorial distribution of the forcign born.
Other factors have been noted in the pages just preceding; and at
the end of Chapter IV it was pointed out that & wide variety of
causos has probubly been at work in the dispersion over the United
States of its Toreign stock, whether “old” or “new.” N evertheless,
the tendency just analyzed is so striking and so far-reaching as to
command attention. It must cortainly be accepted as one of the
more important causative agencies operating to make the various
othnic stocks and nationalitics among the foreign stock seek the
locations where they now reside.

o Maps 4 and § aro boased on poogeaphie divisions and not Stutes, and therofore sonwewhab exaggerato
tho tendeney to territorful contiguity.

B (L Tablo 10 Of the tatal Czechoslovakian populntion, Now York s 10,6 por cont} Pennsylvania,
10 por cent; Obio, 110 por cont; and 1inols, 184 por cent,

8 O, Talle 160, Por cont of total forelgnehorn white: Indiana, 2.6; THinols, 6.6, Wisconsin, 4.3; Tows, 4.1;
Nebraskn, 108 Okluhoum, 4.0; and Texas, 3.6, It ghould b noted, furthor, that thero is.a wdstward
“wnvnv}llm” nigvement here, there belng an {nerease In tho relative importanes to Nebrasks, sud a
diminutlon south townrd "Texas, : :
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Only briof reference need be made to the three subsidiary factors
operative in the distribution of American immigration. Climatic
factors have played a certain part—how important a one it is impos-
sible to say. It should be remembered that climatic variations in
this country are not extensive, the greater portion of its territory
being well within the Temperate Zone; so that there is not the oppor-
tunity for ethnic differentiation on the basis of climate that there is,
for example, in South America. Probably the relatively large
settlement of Ytalians in the lower Mississippi Valley and Cualifornia
is bagsed partially on the similarity of climate botween those regions
and the Italian peninsula. The failure of the Mexican population
to travel far north of the border States may also avise from their
preforenco for a climate essentially like their own. The northern
gottlemont of the Scandinavians might be due in part to the fact
that thoy come from the northernmost part of Europe.

Iithnic idiosyncrasy has been seen to affect the urban settlement
of two groups—the Irish and Hebrow. It may have had a more
widespread, but less easily identified influence, in this and other
forms of digtribution than this study has established. As it is, the
relatively minor significance of race in the immigrant’s territorial
distribution is one of the most striking facts brought out by this
study.  The alleged preference of the “new’ immigrant for urban
lifo has often been mentioned in this monograph. But very little
finally conclusive evidence has been found to establish such a tend-
ency. The “new” immigrant has been found to be mneither so
universally, nor so distinctively an urban dweller as is often supposed
and, where he has been urbanized, other than racial factors have
genorally been seen to be at work. The alleged inhorent urbanizing
tendencios of the central, south, and east Europeans can not, for the
present, at loast, bo accopted as scientifically established.

Tfinally, the relationship between the porcentage of various ethnic
groups in urban populations, and in tho population in general, par-
ticularly the population immediately surrounding a particular city,
needs little discussion beyond that which it has already received. As
the first stopping places of many immigrants, the cities come auto-
madtically to refloct the ethnic make-up of the foreign-born population
as & whole. Consequently, those racial and national eclemonts,
whether of the “old” or “new” immigration, that bulk most heavily
in the country’s foreign population, also loom largest in the citios.
More than this, the cities of & particular region react to the ethnic
~ make-up of the surrounding country, “new” immigrants being prom-
inent in cities situated in regions where they are numerically im-
portant; “old” immigrants displacing them in cities near regions
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where the “old” immigrants predominate; the otherwise nonurban-
ized Mexicans shouldering both “new’ and ““ old” aside in those cities
situated in their own peculiar centers of settlement. As pointed out
in Chapter IV, moreover, it happens that most of the large cities of
this country are in regions where the recent immigrants are most
thickly settled.

In sum, something like the following seems to express the course
followed by the generality of immigrants, whether considered as a
unit or as separate ethnic groups: They have accumulated near the
large seaport cities of New Ingland, of the Middle Atlantic States,
and, to a lesser extent, of the Pacific coast. They have slowly
gpread out over the country wherever transportation was available
and economic opportunity beckoned. A gencration or two ago, such
opportunity led them mainly, but not universally, to the Middle

West and far West; to-day it leads them chiefly to the industrial .

East, Northeast, and East North Central regions. Usually they
have clustered around points of ethnic or national concentration.
Some few of them show a liking for certain climates; others for urban
as opposed to rural life. But most of them seem, shortly after their
arrival, to move into cities, there to wait wntil opportunity opens
elsewhere and, ultimately, to establish themselves in the city or in
the country, according as other factors place them adjacent to or
remote from city life. Finally, the immigrant is one with the other
inhabitants of the Nation in responding to certain country-wide
population trends. Fifty years ago he joined the great stream of
westward-moving settlers into the prairie lands of the trans-Missis-
sippi region. To-day, he feels the pull of that cityward tide which
this country’s industrial expansion has set in motion,®

ot Yor avidenco of a similar trond within the population of the British Ysles, of, Ravenstoin: Statisticak
Journal, Vol, XLV, pp, 184-187 (London, 1885),




VI
AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION OF THE FOREIGN STOCK

The ago and sex composition of the foreign element in the United
States is of peculinr importance to the student of American popu-
lation problems. Not only does its annlysis throw light on many
points relative to the immigrant stoek itself, but it also contributes
10 o bettor understanding of the character of the entire white popu~
lation of the country, for there are certain peculinritios in the dis-
tribution of ago and sex clagses nmong both the forcign born and
thoir childeen which profoundly affect the white population as a
wholo.

The material available for this portion of the study iy of two sorts:
Tivst, that relating to the foreign stock as o whole; second, that
relating to cortain ethnic groups of the foreign born.  Tho latter is
far from comploto, being based only on a special tabulntion of a
limited number of nationality and mother-tongue groups in seloeted
arens. Lt covers, however, a total of 3,706,100 foreign-born persous,
and so is probably ndequ&tely reprosentative of the particular
racinl elemonts involved in the tebulation. Nevertholess, the con-
clusions based on this second class of material can not be given aus
gront welght as if they covered the entiro foreigu»lmm population,
ginco them is, inovitably, & certain margin of error in any computa~
tion based on “sampling,” such as this is. Iurthermore, it was
possible only to tabulate ages in quinquennial groups, producing a
variation of one yoar in the period adopted for males, as tho ago of
maximum fecundity, botwoen this set of tables snd those relating
to the whole population. It should be noted, moveover, that aga
statistics are poculiarly subject to crror, for o varioty of reasonst
In this study, howover, no offort can be made to go hehind the date

ag they appoear in the census roports.

1. AGE AND SEX CQOMPOSITION OF T FOREIGN BTOCK A8 A WIOLE

Ag in other parts of this monograph the analysis at this placo may
most conveniontly be undertalken from two standpoints—tho age and
g6x eomp(mtmn of the foreign stock throughout the country nnd the
variation in the sex ratio and ago distribution within it that may be
noted in the soveral regions of the United States and in different
kinds of communitiess Under each of these two headings, threo
Lopms form tho basis of discussion—the ratio of males to females;

1 CM 'I‘wnmh Ocnsus ut Lho Unlmd htuum. ‘lumulunmutury Axmlv»iq (\ml l)urlvnuvu '1‘1;\)1&, Wush-
Inglom, 1006, pp. 134~144; Fourteenth Consus Roports, Vel, 11, O, 11T, pp, 145, 140,
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age; and the interrelation betweon age and the sex ratio, especially
around the ago of maximum fecundity. ’

The most widely significant conclusions to be reached in . this
portion of the monograph are derived from the first of these two sets
of data, namely, the age and sex composition of the foreign stock in
the country at large, The material to be analyzed is contained in
Tables 69, 70, 71, 72, and 73, and Chart 6.

The most noteworthy aspect of tho sex ratio of the foreign-born
population is the marked excess shown by the males over the females.
Table 69 indicates that, in the foreign-born white population, there
are 1,217 males for overy 1,000 females. While it is true that, as a
rule, all populations show some preponderance of males over females,?
such an excess generally amounts only to 1 or 2.in 100. The dispro-
portion between males and fomales existing in the foreign-born
population of this country is, therefore, quite exceptional. Its
causation is bound up with the age distribution of this population
closs, and may most suitably be taken up later in this discussion.

The influence upon the white population as a whole of this unusual
predominance of males among the immigrant groups also is brought
out by Table 69. Wherens, among tho native whites of native
parentago there are 1,030 males per 1,000 fomales, and among the na-
tive whites of foreign or mixed parentage only 986 per 1,000 females,
the total white population contains 1,044 males per 1,000 fermales.
That is, the white population as a wholo is materially affected by
its inclusion of the exceptionally unbalanced foreign-born white group.

It is of interest to mote further, that the population of Kurope,
from which the bulk of this country’s immigration is drawn, also
shows tho offcets of this phenomenon. So great has been the
excess of males among the European immigrants to this and other
countries, that the population romaining in Lurope contains an excess
of fomales, being uniquo in this respect among the populations of
the world.®

The sex ratio of the foreign-born population of this country is not,
howovor, any more peculiar than its age distribution, nor is it of
any greator moment to the white population in goneral. The
extraordinary ago structure of the foreign element in this country
is graphically depicted in Chart 6. The diagram- for the foreign-
born white is obviously different in appearance from all the others,
being ‘‘bulged” at tho contoer, whereas the others are more or less
regularly pyramidal in shape. Morcover, the diagrams for the
native white of foreign and of mixed parentage diffor markedly from
that for the native whito of native parentage, being much heavier
at tho base than is the lattor, :

2 O, Pwolfth Consus of tho United 8tates, Supplementary Annlysls and Deriyative Tables, pp. 88, 80
3 This was tho cnse, ovon beforo the doeimation of males in Turope accompanying the World War, Cf
Twaelith Census of the United States, Supplementary Analysis and Dorivatlve Tables, loc, cil,
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TasLn 69,—Aan AND Smx DisTrinurion AND Rario or MAnms To Famavrns,

roR Witn POPULATION, BY NATIVITY AND PARENTAGE, FOR THE UNITED
Srares: 1920

WHITE POPULATION: 1020

0% RO ,
AOK GROUF Total Male Femalo M“xlto)g to

Number [Percent| MNumber |Percent] Number |Percent) fermales
Al AROB. nvnna wa— 04,820,015 | 100,Q {| 48,430,055 [ 100.0 | 46,300,200 | 100,0 104, 4
Undor 5 Yomrs..veoweun. 10,373,921 | 10.8 5,200,714 | 10,0 5,113,207 {110 102.9
BLO D YOATH v vemie o .10, 087, 245 10,6 5,000,206 [ 10,5 4, 088, 040 10.8 102.2
10 to 4 yoars.. -} 0,360,822 9.9 4,738, 150 9,8 4,034,172 ] 10,0 102, 2
16 to 16 yonrs. . - 8, 314, 155 8.8 4,141,831 8.0 4,172,824 0.0 00.3
20 Lo 2 yoars... weu| 8,185,841 8,6 4,018, 578 8.8 4, 166, 705 9.0 06, 4
266020 yONrS .o 8, 141, 600 8.6 4,004, 301 8.5 4,047, 880 8.7 101.2
B0 Lo 3 YOS e 7, 338, 700 A 3,776, 260 7.8 3, 602, 524 .7 100.0
BB L0 B0 FOUSur v uvmvmmmnw 6, 905, 805 7.3 3, 005, 341 7.0 8, 300, 464 7.1 11,1
40 L0 AL VOIS ce v e B, 755, 547 61 2,087, 412 6.2 708, 136 6.0 107.9
45 0 40 Yourt . nmervanun- fi, 188, 040 [ ] 2,770, 176 5.7 408, 865 52 115, 4
B 1o M yonrs.... 4, 817, 260 4.8 2, 203, 004 4.7 2,023, 602 4.4 118.8
b5 yoarsg nnd over -1 10,000,130 1.2 B, (00, 7565 1.4 &, 169, 375 111 100,06
Ago unknown... - 123, 663 0.1 78, 825 0.2 48, 388 01 172.8
MOGIAN BROw e amemasmom e aimamncionn] 2008 et 20,1 Jocecin R I N | D,
NATIVE WHITE OF NATIVE PARENTAGK
AQR GROUP Total Male Femala
Mnllgg to
Number |Percont] Number [Percent| Number - |Percontl] fomales
.S L T2 T 58,428,067 1 100.0 29,030,781 | 100,0 28,785,176 | 100.0 103.0
TUndor 5 YorrHawaeww- ——— 7, 350, 630 12,0 3,741, 104 12,8 3, 625, 336 12.0 108, 2
b5t 9 yoars...... o, 977, 863 11,9 8, 034, 002 1L9 3, 443, T71 12,0 102, 6
10 Lo 14 vonrs 0, 455, 700 1 8,200,388 1.0 8, 184, 321 L1 102.0
15 to 10 yoars.. B, 609, 040 9,0 2,707, 477 0.4 2, 801, 1i6) 07 . 00.9
20 L0 24 yoors.. B, 176,707 89 2, 846, 818 86 2, 620, 889 01 00,8
28 10 20 yoars.... 4, 764, 802 8.2 2,307,812 8.0 2, 807, 400 8,3 08,7
40 10 84 YOnrBun.. 4, 086, 041 7.0 2,054, 671 6.9 2, 041, 370 7.1 100.7
a5 ta 30 vours... . 3, 815, 852 [N 1,002, 634 6.8 . 863, 218 0.4 108, 0
40 Lo 44 Yorr8ae e vnaanan 8, 099, 330 5.3 1, 584, 240 5.8 » 16, 084 [ %) 104.8
2,758, 013 4.7 1,403, 247 4.9 1, 280, 766 4.8 113. 6
2, 236, 7! 4.8 1, 186, 610 4,0 1,050, 081 3.0 113.0
B8 yoars nud ovel 5, 088, 105 10,2 8, 070, 10,4 2,017, 871 10,1 108. 2
Ao unknown.. . A 0.2 58, 0.2 33, 410 0.1 176,9
Meotdan 886, cermmacrccnnfoncmmaacmeana - | PO 22,8 levvmunen B BV | I

‘T'he precise nature of the variation in the age distribution of these
population classes, as well as the causes therefor, are indicated by the
tables bearing on the subject. Table 70 sets forth the primary cause
of this whole chain of phenomena. It shows, in the first place, that,
among the recent immigrants to this country, the males outnumber
the females very nearly 2 to 1, and, in the second place, that the
overwhelming majority of them are in the late adolescent or adult
peoriod of life; in other words, that very few children under 14 or 16
come to this country.
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ters are such as to make it difficult—if not altogether impossible—
for him to bring wife or daughter with him, The majority of im-
migrants are consequently single, or have left their wives and daugh-
ters in ‘‘the old country,” planning either to send for them later, or
to return to them. That is to say, the bulk of contemporary immi-
gration to this country is made up of young or middle-nged men,
unaccompanied and unencumbered by women or children.

TaspLe 70.~—8Bx RATIO AND AGE DISTRIBUTION OF IMMIGRANTS ADMITTED
" 7o TR UNirep Stares; 1910-1019

Por Per
BEX Number | cont of AGR Number | cent of

: total total
Both 88%08 e ccnaeen] 6,347,880 | 100.0 o AN AEES . nnnn 6,347,380 | 100.0
MALES.. —eeee v 4,131, 708 65,1 {| Undor 14 yoarst...._ 853, 086 18.4
Females. o oo e 2, 215, 682 34,9 || 34-44 yours o L., 5, 082, 804 80.1
Males per 100 females_ ... 186, 6 |wevnunnn 45 years and over 411,420 6.5

1Inder 14 for years 1910-1017; under 16 for yoars 1018 and 1019,
# 14~44 for yonrs 1010-1917; 18~44 for yoars 1918 and 1019,

The effect of this aspect of present-day immigration upon the
foreign population has already been noted. Table 69 shows that the

foreign-born white contain an abnormally small percentage of -

children as compared with other population classes. Thus, among
the natives of native parentage 35.6 per cent are under 15 years of
age, while the corresponding age group amounts only to 3.9 per cent
of the foreign-born white. The percentage of adults in each class is,
of course, equally disproportionate, being much larger in the case of
the foreign born than in that of the native born of native parentage.

Another aspect of this phenomenon is depicted in Tables 71 and
72, The foreign born constitute a relatively small percentage of the
population under 20, but an abnormally large proportion in the
adult age periods. TFor example, it appears from Table 71, that the
foreign born are only 1.8 per cent of the white children of this country,
but are 19.3 per cent of those in maturity, and 27.8 per cent of those
in old age. Again, 22.7 per cent of those of voting age—that is, over
1in 5—are foreign born.

Still another aspect-of this data is derived from the study of the
median age of the foreign born.® According to Table 71, the median
age for the native white of native parentage is 22.7 years, but, for the
foreign born, it is 40 years.

¢ That there are notable differences in. this reapeot between the various ethnie and nationality groups of
immigrants i3 shown later-in this section. = - .

® Many of them are, of course, unnaturalized. Cf, infra., Ch, IX, Table 114, p. 251,

¢ The median ageis that age which divides the population inte two equal groups, one-halt being older and
one-half younger than the median. Fourteenth Census Reports, Val, II, Gh. IIT, p. 148.
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CraRT 6.—~DigrrnurioN nY Age Groues ron Wrrm Porunarion, By Smx:
1920

[Percentagos shown in each dingram based on total population in tho group, and not onAtotals for anch
sex soparately]
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Taprn Tl.~Nuoumeer anp Per Cent DIsTrRIBUTION BY SEX AND SELECTED
Aar Grours oF WHITE POPULATION, BY NATIVITY AND PARENTAGE, FOR THR
Unrrep SraTes: 1920

NUMBER PER CENT DISTRIBRUTION
Native whito 1&?}%"
SEX AND AGE GROUPS Forolgn- Tor- 1;*(,,.
White born || White || Na- | elgn i’* B0~
Nati Foreign | white tive | or "f‘:é‘
g tv ® 1 or mixed par- [mixed| WMte
parentage | narentage | - ont- | par-
age | ent-
ago
UNITED STATES
All ages: : :
. Total . 04,820,915 58, 421,957] 22, 086, 204} 13,712, 754] 100.0/l 61.6| 23,00 14,5
o Male. e ienanll 48, 430, 856/ 20, 636, 781| 11,265, 652| 7,0628,822|| 100.0|| 6L.2| 23,3 155
Female....... e 46,300, 260(| 28, 785, 176f 11,420, 652| G,184,432| 100.0/f 62,1} 24,06 13.3
Vot Malezs to 100 ioucllules..- 104, 4 103, 0| 08.6 72 V]| PRI | ISR FRN S
oting age—21 yoars and over: .
5 55,113,461 31,007, 257] 11, 607, 484| 12, 408,720|| 100.0|| 566.8] 21.1] 22.7
28,442, 4001 15,805,063 5,708, 885{ . 6,028,452/ . 100, O} 66,0 20.1 24.4
26,671,061| 15,202,194 5,898, 509] 5,570,208 100,01 57.0[ 22,1 20.9
. Major age groups:
Chilghood—under 15 years: ) '

. ¢ Total 29, 830, 488|( 20,800,102 8,484,156 546,230/ 100.0f 60,7 28.4f 1.8
Male.... 15,005,000t 10, 544, 674| 4, 274, 612 275,783|1 100.0|| 09,9 28,3 1.8
TFemale.. 14,735, 41941 10,255, 428| 4,200, 544 270,447)| 100.0)f 60,6/ 28,6 1.8

Maturity—16 to 59 years:
Total 87, 512, 305]| 33,260, 681} 13,149, 322| 11,102,302 100,0{ 57.8] 22,9 10.8
oY ) TR 29,497, 16711 16, 862,068 8,408,320 6,160,704]| 100.0; 57.2| 21,9 20.9
Fom 28,015, 138|| 16,368, 628] 6, 681,002 4,035, 508|| 100.0;j 658,56 23.8 17.6
014 age—60 years and over B
[ 171 S, 7,354, 450]( 4,260,005 1,04i,400] 2,043,058 100.0) ‘68.0[ 14,2 27.8
Male. ... 3,760,004/l 2,171,205 510, 786! 1,072,013|{ 100.01l 57.71 13,7 28.4
Temalo..__._. 3, 594, 365)f 2,007, 710 524, 710 971,946} 100,0|f 58,4 14,0 27.0
Age of maximum fecund .
Males 20 to 50 years.... 21,081, 873} 12,286,139 4,707, 048] - 4,937,786|| .100.0|| :56.0] 214 225
Fomalos 18 to 44 years

-| 22,017, 601 13,238,9328 5,318, 480} ' 8,459,4921| 100.0j 60,1 24,2 167

Males to 100 females. 09. 6 88.5 142, M| eiaen

25, 6 22,7, 21.6
28. 1 22.8 21,4
26,1 22,8 219

5]

An interesting situation is revealed when the age composition of
the native born of foreign or mixed parentage is examined. Table
71 gives for this class a median age of 21.6 years, against 25.6 yoars
for the entire white population, 22.7 years for the native white of
native parentage, and 40 years for the foreign-born white. Tables
71 and 72 indicate that the children of the immigrant constitute a
steadily diminishing percentage of the total white population ag they
grow older. Thus, they are 28.4 per cent of those under 15 yoars;
22.9 per cent of those from 15 to 59 years; and 14.2 per cent of
those 60 years of age and over. Finally, Table 72 and Chart 6 show
that the native born of foreign or mixed parentage contain an abnor-
mally high percentage of children. That is, this nativity group is
wealdly represented in the adult years, strongly represented in child-
hood, and, therefore, on the whole, unusually young.
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One reason for this phenomenon is not far to seek. Since, up
until 1914, immigration was rapidly increasing, there would be, in
each year up to 1914, a larger number of potential foreign-born
parents of native children than in the preceding year. Therefore,
in 1920 the majority of native-born children of immigrants were the
offspring of comparatively recent arrivals and wore, consequently,
relatively young, 7

TasLe T2.~Por CeEnT DIgTRIBUTION BY AGE Grours oF Tne Wmmn PoruLa-
TION, BY NATIVITY aND PARENTAGE, roR Tun UNmub Searms: 1920

LTI LTI T T,

BOTH BEXKS MALY FEMALE

Nativo Nativo Nattve

. whito white white
AGE Groue For- 3 For- For-

For- Tor- Por- | i
White || Na- | elgn | S8% il White|| Na- | olzn | 982 | White || Na- | clgn | 9lem
tive | or | tive | or |Dorn tivo | or |Domm
par- Jmixed white pare [mixed whito par- jmixed white
onts | pare ont- | pov~ ont- | par-
agoe | ont- ago | ent- age | ent-
age ago 0o *

All Q808 e uncinnen 100.0f 6L6} 23.9 4.5/ 100.0] 6L 2 23,3 1560 100,05 021 240 13,3
Undor 5 yoars 100,01 71,00 28,681 0.4ff 1000 LY 284 0.4 100,00 V0.0 98,7 0.4
5 1o © years 100.0 69,20 204  L701 100.0ff 6.3 20.01 1.7 1000 00.0] 2.8 17
10 to 14 yonrs, 100,01 08,9 27,061 8.5 100.08 60.0f 27.4] 3.6 1000 68.8 27,7 8.5
15 to 19 yonrs, 100.0ff 67.37 26,8 6.8 1000 678 20,20 6.8 100.0) 6.1 2.4 0.4
2 to 24 yonrs. 100.0ff 03.2] 264 1L8{ 100.0 4l 86,8 15,4 100.0f 03.1] 2506 11.8
25 to 20 yoars. - 100,00 68,5 23,01 1704 100.0 67.8{ 22.8 10.8] 100,01 00,2 24.4[ 16,4
30 to 84 yomrs... .. 100,01 56,8 217 225 100,01 54.4] 20.5) 25.1] 1000\ &7 249 10.8
35 Lo 80 yenrs. W0 200,00 54,8 20,8 2401 100,08 58,8 18.0 27,80 100 §6.2] 21,8 221
40 to 44 yoara, 100.0)| B3.8; 21,8 248 100.0f 53.0f 20.7) 20.0] 100.0)| 4.7} 227 20
45 to 40 yoarg. 100,01 63.1) 2.9 26,1 100.0/ 627 20.6 20.8 100, 63.6] 28,4 23.1
B0 to 54 years. 1000 61,8 213 27.00 100.0H 5.7 10.0] 28.4] 100, 1, 22,01 26,56
53 yoors end over...._.) 100.00 56,20 1610 277 100,00 658 168 28.6f 100,00 86.0f 0.8 20,7
ARO UNRIOWNar e 00,0 7480 0.1 0.4} 100, 0] 7.40 17.56) W00.0i 78,70 1L9] 144

There may be another cexplanation, namely, infevior vitality of
this foreign stoclk, for an excessive death rate would keep down the
mombeors of adults in any population group. Inhow far tho children
of immigrants aro shorter lived than the native horn of native par-
entage is discussed in a lator chapter. owever, it appoears that the
principal cause of this group’s relative youthfulness is the ono given
above, namely, the recency of immigration of most of the foreign-
born parents of native children.

The interrelationship between age and sex is significant chiefly at
ono point, namely, the age of mawimum fecundity. There is a
dofinite limit upon the rato of increase of any population~—the number
of men and women, especially of women, within its ranks capable
of producing children. Particularly important is the number of
women of childbearing age, because, moral considerations to one side,
there is practically no limit upon the number of children to which o
man may becomoe a parent, but & woman can normally becomo the

' Cf, Fourteenth Census Reports, Vol, LI, Ch, 111, p, 148,
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mother of only about one child per year. Consequently, two factors
must be considered in estimating the potential rate of increase of
any population strain: First, the proportion of men and women at
the age of maximum fecundity; second, the proportion of men fo
women at this age. Tables 69 and 71 contain the data relevant to
these questions. From Table 73, derived from Table 71, it is seen
that, on the whole, thoe foreign born contain proportionately more per-
sons eapable of having children than either of the native-born groups.

“TaABLE T8.—Prrn CinT or Mains anp FEMALES AT Aan
or Maximum Freunpity, Iv WriTE Porurnarion: 1920

Muolos, Fomales,

. 20 to 50 15 to 44
CLABR yeors of years of
ago age

Native white of native parentoge. ... ...oo._i 4L 5 45. 0
Native white of forolgn and mixed paventage e oeeen 41.8 40, 4
o oroign SDOTT WO e v a e mrmm nmmm e 05,6 55.9

* From this, it would seem that the foreign born are able to make a
much larger contribution to the next generation, relative to their
numbers, than are the native born,

Examination of the sex ratios of the nativity classes, howevm'
puts another complexion on the situation. From Table 71 it is scen
that, whereas there is, among tho natives, an excess of females of
childbearing age to males at tho age of maximum fecundity, there is,
among the foreign born of the same age groups, an oxcess of mules.
Romembelmg what has just been said concerning the absolute limits
placed upon s population’s “increase by its women capable of
having children, it appears that the native population is potentially
capablo, in any year, of producing about as many children as there
are, within it, men 20 to 50 years of age, but that the foreign born are
able to beget, on the whole, only about three children for every five
males of this age within an equal period. In other words, the abnor-
mal number of males among the recont immigrants condemns many
of them to childlessness in thls country, so far as the availability of
potentlal immigrant mothers of their children is concerned. That
is, the apparently great potential birth rate of the foreign born is
seriously roduced by their unbalanced sex ratio.

Another possﬂnhty at once presents 1tsclf namely, the mating of
foreign-born men with native-born women.  In this connection, an
interesting situation is presented, for Tablo 71 shows that & dearth of
marriageable males among the natives is accompanied by an excess of
marriageable males among the foreign born. There is, therefore,
roason. to expect the next gencration to contain a relatively large

number of persons of mixed parentage, the children of native mothers
and foreign fathers. :
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All of the foregoing is concerned merely with potential birth rates.
It is based on the assumption that a given population will breed up
to its capacity and at an equal rate, as based upon its proportion of
men and women at the age of maximum fecundity and upon the
ratio of tho former to the latter, That this assumption departs from
the facts in some respects is shown in a subsequent part of this
monograph. Thero are important differences between the birth rates
of native born and foreign born, and between that of the native
born of native parentage and native born of foreign parentage.
Nevertheless, these variations oceur within the bounds set by the age
and sex ratios noted above,

It is particularly interesting to observe the oxistence of a strong
probability of a mating of native women and foreign men, and so
of the comumencing, within tho generation of the foreigner’s migra-
tion, of his biological amalgamation with the native stock. That
quch marrying of natives and foreignors is more than a matter of
theoretical probability is suggestod by tho fact that close to 7,000,000
whitoe persons—6.6 per cont of the country’s total population in 1920—
are of mixed native and foreign parentago. -

Something should be sald abt this point concerning the social and -
economic bearing of the fovegoing data, Two points are particularly
noteworthy. In the first place, the large number of adult foreigners
is very improssive. In view of the fact that this country is governed
on the basis of adult suffrage, the fact that more than 1 in 5 of all the
persons of voting ago in the United States are foreign born assumes
profound significance, It is obvious that a foreigner, especially one
who is unaccustomed to the Inglish language, is seriously handi-
capped by unfumiliavity with American history, traditions, customs,
and political mothods, in meeting the responsibilities of citizenship.
Tt is true that only about ono-half of the foreign born 21 years of
ago and over aro naturalized,® hut it is also true that, after a waiting
period, a largo proportion of the remainder may be expected to seek
citizonship. Ono further factor in this connection deserves notice,
namely, the proportion of persons of forcign or mixed parentage in
the population of voting age. The 11,607,484 native white persons
21 years old and over, one or both of whose parents were born outside
this country, compose 21,1 por cent of the white population in that
ago group. 1f this group is added to the foroign-born white popula-
tion of the corresponding ago, it is seen that 24,106,204 persons, com-~
posing 43.8 per cont of thewhite population of voting age, are foreign
born, or the children of foreign-born parents. . The proportion out-
gido the South would be even more striking.

o Males, 47,8 por cond; fomalos, 82 por cont, Touctoonth Cansus Reports, Vol II, Ch, VIIT, Tablo 1,
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Another noteworthy feature of the data analyzed above is the
rvelation of the age and sex distribution of the foreign population to
American industry. The bearing of the age composition of the
foreign element upon industry has already been suggested. In-
dustry is provided with abundant labor power, at the age of maximum
efficiency. For a long period of years, American employers have
had available, not merely the young men and women born upon
American soil, but also thousands of workers born and reared abroad,
and brought to American mines and factories in the prime of their
youth and early maturity. That the existence of this never-failing
supply of labor has contributed heavily to the rapid expansion of
American industry can not be doubted. Neither can it be denied
that there has been a certain loss in economic efficiency because of
the fact that the bulk of American immigration in recent years has
reached this country when too old to learn anything more of American
industrial processes than the requirements for unskilled or semi-
gkilled labor - ‘ ‘

The relationghip between industry and the sex ratio of recent im-
migrationis also of interest. On the one hand, the industrial oppor-
tunities open to immigrants are such as to discourage the inclusion
of many women and children in the immigrant population. The
immigrant is often compelled to adopt an exceedingly migratory
existence in order to Lo employed at all continuously. Moreover, he
is frequently required to live under conditions in which it is not enly
socially undesirable but physically impossible for him to be accom-
panied by wife or children. Railroad construction, lumbering, and
much general labor present conditions of this sort. There is a clear
contrast between such circumstances and those which the immigrant
of a former generation encountered, when he could, with relative
ease; take his wife and children into a rural community, and put them
to worlk beside him on tasks not very different from those to which
they had been accustomed in ‘“the old country.” On the other
hand, American industry has undoubtedly reacted to the fact that
the majority of immigrants to-day are unencumbered by women
or children. This condition provides the employer with a labor
force that is highly mobile, and that can be housed and fed in a
manner totally unacceptable to men accompanied by their families.?

In brief, the conditions under which many immigrants have to
earn their living are such that they find it best, at least for a. time,
to come to this country unaccompanied by women or children; and
the fact that they are so unaccompanied encourages the continuation
of such conditions, Whether or not, in the first instance, the
development of American industry has influenced the sex and age
ratio of the ‘“‘new” immigrants, it is impossible to say. The fact

9 Of, Report of United States Immigration Commission, Washington, 1911, pp. 499, 500,
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tha..t many native Americans are deprived of family life by the nature
of their employment*® suggests that this is the case. On the other
hzln}dl, t.h'arle is evidence of certain racial differonces in this respect
A4 4 y ol 1 o 14 4 .
Tantases 0 scomoraio an il aotvity—both forcss, 1o sonditions
of embloymént and the type of 'f:;mil yr of tho sov e o onexsions
A K y life of the several immigrant
groups, hfWQ operated simultaneously and reciprocally.
“ ﬁgﬁz;lrfilggéggz ;1(3:01;2 fll‘l‘octod to tl}e second aspect of tho age and
distribution of ¢ reign population, namely, its relation to the
torritorial distribution of the foreign element.

Tables 74, 75, 76, 173, 174, and 175 contain the data bearing on
this topic. The material {alls into two groups—the first dealing
with the United States and goeographic divisions, the second with the
wrban and rural communities and with the different classes of cities.
Table 173 sets forth the age and sex distribution of the foreign
population in the various geographic divisions of the country and in
solocted States. It shows one significant fact regarding sex dis-
tribution, namoly, that the excess of males over females is relatively
small near the major ports of entry to this country, and relatively
large in regions at o distance {rom those ports. Thus, in the New
Ingland aren thero are 102.3 foreign-born males to 100 foreign-
born females, and in the Middle Atlantic group, there are 114.1 to
100; but in the Bast North Central region, the ratio rises to 128, in
the West North Central, to 131.4, in the East South Central and
South Atlantic States, to 141 and 141.6, respectively, while it reaches
148.2 in tho Pacific area, and 149.2 in the Mountain States. The
oxcess is somewhat smaller in the West South Central region, there
being 131.3 males per 100 females, but this is the region dominated
hy the Mexican immigrants, and so is only partially aflected by the
tendency operative throughout the rest of the country. The reason
for this varying sex ratio of the foreign born is discussed later in this
saction,

Toxamination of the age distribution of the forcign stock according
to tho geographic divisions of the Unitod States roveals a somewhat
confused situation, Table 173 exhibits amarked lack of uniformity as
betwoon the several parts of the country. Thus, thore is an unusually
large percontago of forcign-born children under 15 in the Mountain,
Pacific, and West South Coentral groups, and also in New England
and the Middle Atlantic division. In the country as & whole, this
clngs composes a bare 1.8 per cent of the white population of that age,
but, in the Waest South Central States, it is 1.9 por cent, in the Moun-
tain States, 3.1 por cent, in the Pacific States, 3.6 per cent, in New
Iingland, 8.5 per cont, and in the Middle Atlantic States, 2.7 per

1 ¢, Report and Toestimony, United States Commisslon on Industrial Rolations, Washington, 1916,
Vol, VI, pp, 5ORY-6108. )

43881, ° 27 ~—m12
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cent. Furthermore, in the State of Arizona, it rises to 14.2 per cent,.
On the other hand, the group of foreign born who are 60 years of age
and over, 1s exceptionally large in the Middle Atlantic, the Pacific,
and West North Central States, being 33.9 per cent, 34 per cent, and
34.5 per cent, respectively, of the white population in those areas,
as over against 27.8 per cent in the country at large. In the State
of Wisconsin, the immigrants of 60 years and more compose 56 per
cent of the white population, and, in North Dalkota, 68.8 per cent,
There does not seem to be such marked variation in the territorial
distribution of the middle-aged foreigners.

How can such an irregular distribution of the foreign-born children
and old persons be explained? The clue to the former apparently
rests upon the assumption that an unusually large number of children
must have accompanied the Mexican immigrants, who have been
found to be prominent in the Mountain, Pacific, and West South
Central States, more especially in Arizona.

As for the immigrants in the “old age’” group, their relative
importance appears to correspond in a general way to the distri-
bution of the “old” immigration, Thus, Table 31 places the West
North Central group as first according to the percentage of foreign-
born persons resident in this country 20 years, or more. Although
the correlation can not be carried through to the Middle Atlantic
Belt, because of the presence there of large numbers of “now”
immigrants from central, east, and south Kurope, there is a sufficient
proportion of these north and west Europeans in that area to raise
the average age of the foreign-born group there. In other words, in
those regions heavily settled by north and west Buropeans, who
reached this country in greatest numbers a generation ago, there is
among the foreign born an unusually large per cent of old men and
women, survivors of this “old’’ immigration wave.

Tables 74, 75, 76, 174 and 175 deal with the age and sex composition
of the foreign element of urban and rural communities and in dif-
ferent classes of cities. The sex ratio may be considered first.

It has been seen above that the preponderance of males over
females increases as the foreign population travels awsy from the
seaboard areas where it first reaches Amorica. This set of tables
shows, further, that the excess of foreign-born males over females is
greater in the rural regions than in the cities and greater in the small
than in the large cities. Thus, according to Table 74, there are, in
urban aress, 115.9 foreigr-born males per 100: foreign-born females,
as compared with a ratio of 141.8 per 100 in rural places.  Further-
more, in Table 75, a steady incresse in the excess of foreign-born males
over females is observed, in passing from the larger to the smaller
cities. ' In cities of 500,000 or more the sex ratio among the foreign
born is 111,8 males per 100 females, but, in cities of 2,500 to 10,000,
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it is 123.4 per 100, and the intermediate classes of cities show grada-
tions in correspondence to these ratios.

TasLy Td~—Numsar AND Prr Cint Distrmsurion ny Spx anp Smumormp
Ace Grours or Wuurs ' PopuLarion, ny Nartiviry AND PARENTAGH, FOR
UI!BAN AND RURBAL ARrmas: 1920

NUMIER VR CEND
it Native
Native white ; whito
ARYA, S8BX, AND AGR GROURP Torolga- Tor- | Tor-
White Fone boes * iWhito | No- olgn | elgn-
Porofgn | white [{vo .
g&&t‘.‘:‘“u or mixed par- né{lx white
b B8 | parentago onte | B
B0 ont-
ago

&0, 620, 084 24, 556, 720] 15,700,872 10,380, 0831 100.0jf 48,61 31,0 20.8
2'1 a7y, 627 13 100, 4080 7,022,700 6,500, 3001 100, 0] 480 0.0; 20
Fomalo.. .| 25,240, 467 12, 306, 264 8,083, 000; 4,790, bR7jl 100, 0)] 40.0] 2.0 19.0

Malas to 100 fomalea... 100, 5 {8, 0 ba. 3 FE L A | I It I

Votlng a?o«—zl years und over;
................ wemena| 34, 625, 080 14. 2’3’%, 817 7,864,877t 0,430, 860f  100.0; 45.2] 24,0 20.9

15,011, 600)1 7,079, 0301 8,710,277 6,115, 200)) 100,04 44.5] 23.4] 321
15, 613, 644 7, 103, 8811 4, 148,100 4,321, 6503([ 100.0if 45,81 20,00 2.7

Muajor age groups

Clhilldhood—under 16 yonrs:
Total

14, 114, 4681 - 7, 068, 876/ 0, 001, 026 804, 56| 1000} 64,8 429 2

7, 08'3, 2041 %) 840, 497 'd, 044, 210 07 78 1000 64.2) 48.00 2

7,032, 101 3, 818, 48] 3, 010,800 100 837/ 100,04 64.8
4

8
]
8
32,720, 403!( 18, 110, 184| 8,001, 208] 8,605 otoll 100.0ff 0.8 3
1(\,474 477 7, ms,.xm 42 7] 4,078 857 100.0 456 20.0] 2.4
16,26, 080(( 7, 620, B8 4,71 480 5,000,600 1000 4.9 20.0] 21
0

3

1

0

]

9,004, 9230 1, 605 833 40, 003} 1,862, 80711 100.0[ 45,01 17,56 806,
1,762, 607 1, 400 200, T80 (I”Ifl a1l 100.0) 44,01 10,8
1,031, 0206 U(l !, 334 340, 507 (177, O8h)l 100,01 46,8 18,1

12, 069, 300]l & 730, 003| ¥, 133, 400 3,805, 7OH|  100,0f 452 24,7] 30,
.| 32,760, 60|16, 185, T3] 8,772, '748) 2,708, 21461 100,0) 8.5 20,0 2L
09,8 12, ¢ 831 1300

Ago of moxhmur
Malos, 20 to 50 yoars.
Fomales, 18 to 44 year
- Mulog to 100 fomales...

RURAL

44,200, 831)] 33, 805, 208] 0,070, 832f 965, 774 100.00 70.0) 15,8 7o

oz 067, 0281 17,446, 3106 3 042 780] 1067, 020 1000 76.7| 15.8 &8

21, 143, 803 1u,41x g1g] 3497, 040 1.;37,&15 100,01 7.7 168 6.0
100.0 108, 3 100, 2

1S FSPRIT | AR, PRI SEPEN

23, 688, 411|118, 77,440 "8, 763, 107 8,001, 8040 100,00 7Lf (180 130
12, 630, 804)| B, 7225, 127 1,0\)‘.2, (108 1 t{ld, 1600 100,00 0061 15,01 14,6
11,0057, 617]| 8, 0a%, 9i3( 1,700,400 1248 708 100.0) 7ag 160 113
AMajor age groups o
Chllihood-~under 15 yonvs: ) '
Total 15,716, 033 l'l 141, 2270 2,423, (311 161, 076 1000 88.0) 18.4] 1.0
& 012, 808l "0, 704 47| 1, 230, 394 78, 006l ~ 100,0} 83.% 16,4 1.0
7,703, 228 6, 436, 880]. 1, 182, 738 J, G10i 1000 86. 6 18,8 L0
24,785, 844 18,120, 4971 4, 168, 050 2,507, 280 100.011 73.1 10.81 101
13, (22, 600 o,m 707 2,100, 540) 1,488, 4871 100.0)| 7.7 10.8] 114
11, 763 A5 8 770, 1,007, 613) 1018, 840 100.0f 7.0 106.7] 8.7
. 8,600, 13611 2,678, 172] 305,403 - 601,661 100, 0 70,3 10.8] 180
1007, 307]l 1,370,700 220,000 07, co1f) 1000 00.1 Y0 10.0
1,602 7301 1,193,376 175,408| 203,000 100.0) 71.8 10.8 177
Maleg, 20 to 50 yoars.ae... 0, 202, 13} ©, b&6, 0406] 1, 674,470] 1, xax 08811 100,01 70.8 17.0] 122
Tornalos, 16 to 44 years..--| ‘U, 2(10, 010] - 7,052, 887 1 lim, 740f 061,277 100.0f 76.2) 16,7 71
Mbles to 100 fomales.... .. 100. 0 b3.0] 108 171l O R
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Table 175 reveals the influence both of the size of the city, and the
proximity to the Atlantic seaboard. It shows a generally increasing
proportion of foreign-born males to females in passing from the
larger cities, such as New York and Chicago, to the smaller ones, such
as Denver. It also records very large excesses of foreign-born males
over females in places remote from the Atlantic seaboard, such as
San Francisco, Seattle, and New Orleans, where the ratios of males
per 100 females rise to 144.8, 145.5, and 147.7, respectively. On the
other hand, Boston and Philadelphia, which are important ports of
entry for immigrants, show a low ratio of foreign-born males to fe-
males, there being a positive excess of foreign-born females in Boston.*

Tastm 75.—Rawro or Mares 7o FemaLes For Wurrn PorunaTion, 1v UrBaN
AND Runan Anreas, aND 1N Iaca Cuass or Crrims: 1920

CLASS OF TERRITORY

Citles having o population of—
POPULATION CLASS :
Rural | Urbsn H g en0 | 10,000 | 26,000 | 100,000 | 500,000
to to to to and
10,000 25,000 100,000 | 500,000 ovor
White ($0181)ammnvmrarccnas 100, 0 100. B 00,9 100.3 100.3 0.0 1048
Nutiva white of native parent-
............................ 100.3 08.6 97.8 08.1 08,6 08.7 90.8
Nnuvo white of foreign ¢r mixed ; }
narventoge 100.2 0.3 04. 8 04.0 03,7 02,9 05, §
Porcign-born whito... 1418 115.9 123,4 122, 4 17,4 117,68 111, 8

At this point, the steady increase in the excess of males over
females among the foreign born, as they pass West and South away
from the Atlantic seaboard, may be recalled. Apparently there is
a tendency on the part of the foreign-born men to leave their women-
kind near the major ports of entry and also in the cities—especially
the larger cities, where there are colonies for practically every im-
portant immigrant group——and to go out alone where economic op-
portunity takes them into the country and smaller cities. It islikely
also that tliese immigrants who have wives or daughters dependent
upon them tend to cling to the larger cities, leaving the positions
available in the rural regions and smaller cities to those who are
unmarried, or whose wives are in ‘‘ the old country.”

In this connection, there are two contrasts with the native popu-
lation, In the first place, according to Table 75, the native popula-
tion parallels the foreign in having a larger proportion of females in
urban than in rural localities. The difference in the sex ratio be-
tween urban and rural areas is, however, much greater in the case
of the foreign born than the native.

it A high percentage of females among the Irish born is partly responsible for tha situation in Boston.

s e
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_ I.t seems that the slight excess of native females over males in the
cities, ns coml.)m'od with a moderate excess of males over females in
the country, is due to the fact that native women find it easy to
obtain employment in the stores, offices, and factories of the cities,
a'nd sO ape participating in the nation-wide exodus from country to
city in even larger proportion than the men, some of whom must
remain in the country for agricultural pursuits* THowever, reference
to the Ip\,t-ivcs sex ratios in the different classes of cities suggests that
thoe netive women do not venture into the large cities in such large
numbers as the men.,  Thus, in cities of 500,000 and over, the native
males of native parentage have all but overcome the lead assumed
by the fomales in cities as a whole.!®

The reason for the greater discrepancy between males and females
among the foreign born than among the native in urban and rural
arens is not far to seek. The city is the primary point of dispersion
for the foreign born, whereas a considerable portion of the native
population iscountryborn. Ilence,a cityward drift on the part of the
native males and fomales leaves a suflicient number of females in the
country to keep down to moderate figures the excess of males in rural
communities, On the other hand, there being few foreign-born
fomales whose original settlement is in the country ** the movement
of foreign males away from large cities into the rural districts and
small cities creates a very large excess of males in the latter.

The other contrast has just been mentioned. The native born
show a higher proportion of males to females in the large cities than
in tho small ones, whereas an opposite tendency has been observed
for tho foreign born. Thus, in Table 75, it appears that among the
native white of native parents thero are 97.8 males per 100 females
in the smallest citios, snd 99.8 in the largest, with corresponding
gradations between. Much the same is truo of the native born. of
foreign or mixed parentage, although the progression from small to
largo citios is not so yegular® It scoms that the native men tend to
loave their women in the smaller towns and go to seek their fortunes
in the largo citios, while just the opposite is the case with the for-
eign born, :

This contrast provides nn interesting commentary upon the
question of the alleged proference for city life on the part of the “new”
immigrant. In so far as these tables represent the “new’’ immigrant,
they suggost that ho is moving out from the great cities into the

1 Rawvonsteln finds tho Bnglish ferales Lo be, Mkowlse, more prone than tho males to migrato from
ura) to urban distriots, Ravensloln, op, cit,  Statistical Journal, Vol, ‘XLVIIL, pp. 106-108, (Lon-
don, 1885.) :

u (', Fourteenth Consus Reports, Vol, 1T, Ch, I, p. 105,

W Very fow (n the present gonorntion, excopting Canadians and- Mexicans.

15 Mo unovon age distribution of this population class i3 probably responsible for this frregularity.

H
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country and smaller cities. It should be noted that the word “sug-
gest’” is used in this connection, for there is nothing conclusive in
the data. They may merely indicate a temporary migration into the
less densely populated centers, or, as indicated above, a differentiation
between single and married men. At the very least, however, this
set of data reveals a tendency on the part of certain immigrants to
get away, either permanently or temporarily, from the densely
populated urban areas, and an oppos1te tendency on the part of the
natives,

There are two features- of interest concerning the age distribution
of the foreign born in urban and rural districts. The first is the larger
proportion of old people among the foreign born of the rural districts
and smaller cities than in the urban arcas and large cities. The
second is the very high percentage of foreign born and their children
among the actual and potential voting population of the larger cities,

From Table 76 it appears that, of the foreign born in urban areas,
18.1 per cent are 60 years of age and over, while, in the rural areas
this group is 20.6 per cent of the total.

TaABLE 7T6.—PER CENT or Prreons 60 YmArs oF AGE AND OVER AMONG THE
Warrn PoruramioN, 1N URBAN AND RURAL ARBAS, AND IN Eacu Crass or
Crmizs: 1920

[Derived from Tables 74 and 174}

CLASS OF TERRITORY

QCties having a population of-—
POYULATION CLASS

Rural Urban 2’1;5(?0 25,000 100000 250,000

1 S
25,000 | 100,000 250,000 ond over

Native white of native parentege.-........ 7.8 8.0 8.0 7.0 5.4 5.5
Natlvoe white of foreign or mixed parentago. 8.7 4.1 5.3 4.4 3.0 3.6
Foreign-born white. .a e cmcneeeciecncnnn 20.6 13,1 16.0 13.2 13.1 1L 49

Similarly, the older generation of foreign born is of greater relative
significance in the smaller than in the larger cities. According to
Table 76 the percentage of persons 60 years of age and over among
the foreign born varies inversely with the size of the cities of the
country. Table 175, which shows the median age of the population
classes in the 25 principal cities of the country, reflects a similar,

though not such a clear-cut relation, between the age of the foreign

born. and the size of the cities in which they dwell. This tendency

.corresponds with that discovered in connection with the year of

migration of the foreign-born population, in that it suggcsts a con-
centration of those longest resident in this country in the rural
districts and smaller cities.!® . :

- Cf, supra, Ch. IV, Tables 83 and 34, pp. 50 and 56.
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The phenomena revealod by these two sets of data are the resultant
of two {actors, On the one hand, they are the consequence of the
relatively greater urbanization of the “new” immigrants than of the
“old,” On tho other hand, they result from the tendency on the
part of the foreign horn, after a waiting period in the larger cities
to move away from them into the smaller cities and into the countr;;;
districts. In other words, one reason why the immigrants in the
larger cities are, on the whole, younger than those in the smaller
cities and rural communitics is that the latter are constantly being
recruited by persons who have been in the United States for some
time, at thoe saume time that the former are continuously receiving
fresh increments of youths and early middle-aged arrivals from
abroad. \ : :

It might bo objected that the high age level of the foreign born in
small cities and in the country was caused only by the presence there-
in of “old” or north and west European immigrants. But, as has
been scon above and as is further demonstrated later,'” this disposi-
tion to settle, first in the city, and later in the rural or semirural
community, is by no means confined to the “old” immigrant stock,

The second notewortly feature of the age distribution of the foreign
born in urban and rural aroas relates to the relative number of poten-
tial foreign-born voters in each type of territory. It has been seen
that the number of children among the immigrant population is,
excopting in the Southwest, rolatively slight, and that the bulk of
the foreign born are in maturity or old age. It has been further scen
that o vory high porcentage of them are of voting age. Again,
attention hias been callod earlier in this monograph to the concen-
tration of tho foreign born in cities, ospecially in large cities.
From this it follows that & very significant proportion of the
voting population in American citics, more particularly the larger
cities, is foreign born. Table 74 and Table 174 show this to
bo the case. In the urban communities, 29.9 per cent of all
the white population of voting age is foreign born. The per-
centage is oven highor in the large cities, being 39.3 per cent in
citios of 250,000 and over, When the figures for the native born of
foreign or mixed parontage are added, the rosults are remarkable.
In the total for all cities, 54.8 per cent of the white population of
voting ago is composed of immigrants and their children, and, in the
cities of 250,000 or over, this foreign element comes to 68.4 per cent.
In other words, in the 25 principal cities of this country,*® nearly 7 in
every 10 white persons of voting age are of foreign birth or parentage.
Little need bo said concerning the bearing of this fact upon the
political and social problems of the Nation. It suffices to say that
the great American municipalities are wrestling with questions such

1 Pables 77, 78 and 70,
18°Tho first 25 citios nro thoso whose population is 250,000 or over, ‘Tho last in tho list is Denver.
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as would tax the capacity of the best equipped clectorate, and they
are facing these tasks with a population of potential voters, a large
majority of whom are equipped for citizenship only by what they
have acquired after migrating here from abroad, or by such assimi-
lative opportunities as are open to the child of an immigrant.

A word may be said about the age and sex ratio around the age of
maximun fecundity of the foreign born, in urban and rural areas,
and in different classes of cities. It has already been shown that there
is a large excess of males over females of this class in rural areas,
From Table 74 it is scen that this excess is particularly heavy at the
child-producing age, for that is the age period at which most of the
immigrant men scem to leave the cities for the country. In rural
areas, there are 171.2 foreign-born men of the ages 20 to 50, for every
100 foreign-born women of the ages 15 to 44, The same table indi-
cates a deficit of marriageable males to females among the native
born of native parentage in rural areas. Consequently, the situation
stated above, with reference to the-total population, is exaggerated in
rural arens, In the very sections where there is an insufficient number
of native males of native parentage of appropriate age to mate with
the marriageable native women of native parentage, thoere is an over-
whelming excess of foreign-born men over foreign-born women at the
marrying ages. In other words, in the rural sections of the country,
only strong social and religious prejudice can provent a very wide-
spread mixing of native and foreign stocks, through the mating of
native women with foreign men. There can be no doubt but that
these opposing forces prevent such matings from. occurring with
anything like the frequency which the statistics would suggest
to bo likely, but, ag shown in another chapter,”® there aro novertheless
many such matings.

2. AGE AND SEX COMPOSITION OF SELEOTED NATIVITY AND MOTIER
TONGUERE GROUPS OF THE YOREIGN BORN

Smce the data upon which this portion of the study is based
cover only & limited number of nationality and mother tongue
groups, and only certain portions of the country, it seems best not
to push the analysis beyond the broader classifications, as o more
dotailed interpretation might lead to generalizations resting only
on local peculiarities or unrepresentative sampling.

The discussion may be addressed to three topics: first, the sex
ratio in the various ethmic groups; second, their age composition;
and third, the urban and rural age and sex composition of sclected
groups. Tables 77 to 79 and 176 to 179 contain the statistics rele-
vant to these questions.

10 Q. infra, Ch. VIII, Table 90, p, 212,




AGE AND 8EX : 169

TapLe 77.~Ratro oF MALES 10 FrMALDS BY MajoR Aan

LecreEd Grours oF FOREIGN-BORN WriteE P
_ 8 Porurar
AND Runran Armas: 1020 TON N

[Derived from Table 170}

Prriops ror Sp-
CorraIlN URrBan

COUNTRY OF BIRTH AND MOTHER TONGUE

. Exéuhmd,
cot- .
AREA AND AGE PEROD | Total {lland,and| Tt¢land | Canada

), Tng- Tng- Nor- -
Wales (ﬁ;{{z (E;ﬁ‘ Canada S(gv%dg“ way gglk
(lf‘ilqlilg- and ond  |(Fronch) ishe) "1 (Nor- | (Dan
g | Coltie) | Geltio) weglan) | - 1sh)
Celtic)

ALL BRLECTED ARBAS

ANBHOR. e iiiiainaen|  10B.B 105.9 73.8 87.2 042 107.4 119,56 147.6

uniler 15 yoars. ..\ 1017 100, 2 091 00.9 06,8 102, 2 102.6 97.8

15 10 6O YOS, uvnnn m.s |l wr1j rao| 862 1o ) .
Cld nge-~00 yours and over...| 100 Wil eo| imb| 1

Ago of muximum feeundityd.p 1197 114. 6 80. 8 96,1 108.8 128.0 130.7 180. 5
VIBAN

AN BEES. oo ceanan 100.0 103.5 V2.9 82,0 98.0 96,2 106.2 143.5

Chtldhond—under 14 vears
Mutarity-=-15 to 84 yoeurs
Ol wge-0) yours and oy
Age of uasimum foeundity 1.

RURAL
All 0o . one [ wee]  128,0 138, 0 114.2 122.2 147.2 154.8 1285 152.8
Chlldhood-—-under 15 yosrs, ..l 1058 102.0 [©) 106, 2 {3) 106, 2 102, 1 111, 5
Muturity-15 to b yours...... 1320 141.0 121.1 10,7 134.7 158, 6 134.7 167.0
Old ago--80 yonrs and ovor...| 12,2 122.8 100.8 131.9 17,1 144.3 115, 3 143. 2

Ago ol mashinum fecundity 1.1 140.7 165.2y 46,4 | M0.4!| 147.9| 1061) 16L0| 1923

COUNTRY OF BIRTH AND MOTHER -
R MOTHER TONGUE—ALL COUNTRIES

AREA AND AUK IERIOD Roliomia

Russia Meoxico y

> and Mo-| 7u Ttal Geor- Yid-
(sllt\u‘; ravig (h;é’l?)n' (Itz\llgn) man | Folish | Slovak | i
) (Czoch)

ALL ARLEOTED ARBAS

Al agos., 128, 8 07.8 124, 4 121,06 108, 2 120. 4 122, 8 107. 6
Ohildbocd--tncer 18 yoars. .. 9.8 1020 1069 103.8 08. 6 101, 7 08. 5 101.0
Mn((\lrlt,y“ <18 1 bl yv;‘:ran..... 130. 8 80,9 1312 130. 4 110. 4 127, 8 123.8 107.8
Q1d age--60 yenrs and over...| . 110.0 87.0 104.9 116,83 102.8 120.8 120.0 109. 4
Age of waxbmumn fecundity ..l 1845 na.7 124.0 133.9 133.4 133, 2 125. 6 107.1

URBAN .

AV REM . nenmsiamannnen]  120,0 94,81 214.4 126.8 104.5 125,0 1185 | 107.8
Childhaod-~under 15 yooars. .. 0. 4 100. 8 110.0 103.8 03,0 1014 08.8 0.2
Maturity =15 to ) y(\l)lyrﬁ ...... 120,90 7.4 242,06 1204 107.4 126, 4 110. 4 107.;
O3t ngo 00 years and over...b 108,56 78.90 Q) 114, 8 06,8 117.8 115.1 103.0
Ago of maximum fecundityi..] 1326 | 110.1[ 230.8 132.8 130.8 1311 1212 | 107,

RURAY,

Childhood-under 15 yonrs.... 8.0 100.7] 1087 102.7 107:4 104.8 08.3 8L.8
}\vihlu‘l]lrlt,\'(v' ‘v»lﬁlm 4] yoﬁm ...... 170, & 116.7 126,2 210.8 120.1 147, 4 1?7. 3 122.9
Ol ago 00 yonars and over...| 1380 108. 4 104.3 1768 117.8 133.3 1(5)9 . 185.8
Age of maxigium fecundity .| 197,61 1420 1178 219, 4 142.2 168, 6 X 3

' Muleg 20 to 40 yoars; fomales 15 to 44 years, (See explanation, p. 168.)
3 lui‘uu not sbow\yn, number of fomales being less than 100,
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The first of this group of topics—that is, the sex ratio of these
ethnic groups—Ieads to a conclusion which has already been fore-
shadowed. It is that the “new’”’ immigrants display a much greater
excess of males over females than do the “old.” Thus, it appears
from Table 77 that the north and west Europeans clearly include a
relatively larger number of females than the central, east, and
south. . The average number of males per 100 females for the former
is 110.4, while, for the latter, it comes to 118.4.%

It might be objected that the “new’’ immigrants are, for the
most part, comparatively recent arrivals, and have not had time
to establish homes for their womenkind, and reference to the sex
ratio in recent immigration gives color to this contention, since
the excess of males in the annual immigration is much greater than
that manifested by the foreign population as a whole.** Never-
theless, this claim has only partial validity, for there is virtually
the same distinetion between “old” and “new’” immigrants atb
the age of 80 or over, as there is for all ages. Thus, it appears from
Table 77, that the average number of males per 100 females is 104.9
for the six ““old” immigrant groups represented, and 110.4 for the
six ““new’ ones ab these ages. That is, at the age when they would
cortainly have brought their wives and daughters to America, if they
ever were going to do so, the English, Irish, Swedish, Norwegian,
Danes, and Germans, together show a markedly higher ratio of
women to men than the Russians, Bohemians and Moravians,
Ttalians, Poles, Slovaks, and Yiddish,

A definite difference between “old”’ and “new?” immigrant stocks
is manifested here. Whether, however, it is to be ascribed chiefly
to racial idiosyncrasies or to industrial conditions is, as stated else-
where, impossible to say.

That there are important differences hetween the various ethnic
groups within both the “old” and “new” immigration, however,
can not be gainsaid. It appears from Table 77 that the number of
males to 100 females ranges from 73.8 to 147.6 for the north and
west Turopean groups, and from 97.8 to 128.5 for the central, south,
and eastern Turopeans. Among the first, the Trish reveal o ch%mct
oxcess of females over males, and the Danes a very large excess of
males over females, in fact the largest in the entive series. Among
the ““new’’ immigrant, groups, the Bohemians and Moravians dis-
play o slight excess of females over males—in this, as in many other
respects, being out of line with other central, eastern, and southern
Ruropean peoples—while the Russians * show the greatest surplus

2015 ghould bo nated that each of thoso Is an average hesed upon vatios and s valuahla only for
comparative purposes. .

% Of. supra, Table 60,

2 Russian-gpeaking, and probably, thorofore, largely, it not exclusively, Slavic -
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oi:‘ males over fema}cs in the series. It is difficult to account for these
differences, excepting in the ense of the Irish, among whom so many
women enter the fleld of domestic service that they probably con-
stitsuto'n separate stream of migration, indopendent of the males.?

1’1\:;31}1;}; 1‘&'1"@1‘91.1(:@’ may be made to the three American immigrant
groups included in Table ‘77 . Two of them—the French and English
Canadinng—show g relatively large number of females in proportion
to males,  Tho opposite is the case with the Mexicans. It would
soem that the tendency of the Canadians to come directly across tho
national boundary line, at points not far removed from their original
homes, would mako it easy for them to travel-—like the ¢ Barburi:ns”
of the great Vilkervanderung—in family groups, and hence would
make possible the high rate of *femules to males that the figures
display. Yot tho same roasoning would lead onoe to look for a similar
gituntion among the Moexicans, and Table 178, which shows the
oxcess of foreign-born males over females to- be unusually low in the
West South Central scetion, where the Moxicans are prominent,
suggests, indeed, that such is the case.  Yet, Table 77 points to a con-
trary situation. It is likely that, on tho one hand, the data in Table
77 are not complotely representativo for the Mexicans as & whole, and
that, on the other hand, the abnormal age distribution among them,
which is noted immediately below, upsots any ¢ priori ressoning
concorning their sex ratio, ~

The seconed topie to bo discussed here is the age distribution of the
various nationality and mothor tongue groups among the foreign
bom. The age composition of the Mexicans is the most noteworthy
foature that is shown in Tables 78, 79, and 176, It is true that there
are differences hetween“old”” and “new’ immigrants, but these are
such as would boe expectod.  Table 79, which shows the approximate
modal #* ago for the various ethnicstocks represonted, indicates that
thoe “ 0ld” immigrant stocks aro generally made up of older people than
thoe “new.”  Conversely, tho “now” immigrants, as a class, appear
to contain o higher percentage of children and porsons in middle
ago than the “old.”

The only exception is furnished by the Bohomians and Moravians,
who rank, in this distrbution, with the “old” north and west
Buropeans, Yet, this also is what previous portions of the monograph

8 About 40 par et of all the foroline-born fomalos engagocd in domoestle serelce. O infra, Ch. X, Tablo
122, It seemw that the Irksh tanigeation to this country would huve shrunk aven fngtor than it hag woro
1t not for the hrge numbuer of Telsh women who have como Lo sock positions in domestio sorviee.

H e madde represends the point of greatest coneontratlon fu any statlstical serles, In s frequency curvo
tho mode oeenes ot e *ponk” or “orest’” of the eurve, .

B Op eochs,
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would lead one to expect, for the Bohemian, or Czech, immigration
appears in many ways to be essentially similar to the ‘“old’’ north
and west European immigration, despite the fact that it comes from
the heart of the area in which the “new’’ immigration originates,
and thus provides an outstanding illustration of the ambiguities that
attend the attempt to differentiate, in any but the most general way,
the northwest Europeans from the central, southern, and eastern
Turopeans. '

Tanrn 78.—Prr CenT DisrrisurioN BY Maror Aae PREXIODS FOR SELECTED
Grours or ForEIaN-BORN WHITE POPULATION, BY SpX, iIN CorraiNn UrBan
AND Runar Armas: 1920

[Derived from Table 176]

COUNTRY OF BIRTI AND MOTHER TONGUE
Eng-
Sontt | Teotund | oanad
cot- reland anadn
AREA, AGE, AND BEX Total land, (Eng- | (Eng- Canada Sweden | Norway .’Den];
and | sh lish' e ony| (Bwed- | (Norwe-| (T
Wales | and and ish) glan) < ﬁn'
(Eng-_ | Celtic) | Celtic) ish)
Jish and
Oeltic)
ALY BELECTED ARNAS

‘Both soxos, all 0268, - oneeene- 100.0 100.0 | '100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Childhood-—under 15 years- 3.6 4.1 0.7 5.3 4,6 1.2 L4 19
Maturity—18 to 59 yoars... 83.0 78,4 80.8 79, 4 76,8 83.6 75.5 70.6
0ld nge—60 years and over. 13.3 17. 4 18.8 16,2 18,7 15.2 22.9 18.4

Males, Bll 8808w v cmnmmwmrmnn 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100. 0 100, 0 100.0 100.0
Chitdhood—under 156 years, 3.0 4.0 0,8 8.7 4.3 L1 1.3 1.8
Maturity—18 to b9 years.. 83.0 78.8 81.0 79.0 76.9 83.7 76.8 80.8
01d age—80 yoors and over.. 12,7 17,1 18.1 16.2 19,7 16,0 22. 0 17.9

Femnles, all ago8. - vweamemnon 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100, 0
Childhood~-under 16 years., 3.7 4.2 0.6 4.9 4,0 12| L& 2.4
Maturity—15 to 59 yeors.. 82.3 77.9 80,8 70.8 7 83.4 74.8 78.4
01d age—00 yonrs and over. 13.8 17.8 18,6 15.1 17.8 16,4 24,0 19,1

URBAN }

Both sexes, all 6§68 umruancen 100. 0 100.0 100, 0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Ohildhood—under 16 yoars.. 3.4 4.2 0.7 5.4 5.0 1.2 2.2 21
Maturity—15 to 69 years... 85.0 79.9 _BL G 8l. 4 79,2 85. 8 84,3 83.4
Old age—G0 years and over. 1.4 15,8 17.6 13.2 15,8 13.2 13.4 14.8

Males, all 11 +{c': T R, 100.0 | 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100, 0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ohlidhood—undor 16 yoars S.4 4,2 ' 0.§ 5.9 5.0 1.2 2.2 1.7
Maturity—15 to 50 years... 85.7 80.4 8L 9 8.4 79.1 86.0 85.8 84.8
0ld age—060 years and over. 10.8 15,3 17,1 12.6 15.9 12,7 12,4 13,9

Females, Al AE0S .. wummsmnnn 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Childhood~~undor 16 yoars. 3.5 4.3 0.0 4.9 5.0 1.1 2.2 2.7
Maturity—15 to 50 years... 84,2 79, 4 81.4 81. 4 70.3 86.1 83.3 82.2
01d age—~60 yoars snd over. 12,2 16.2 17.8 18.6 15.6 13,7 14,4 15.0

RURAL }

Both sexes, all 80w v uvwwnrunn 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(hildhood—undor 15 years. 4, ¢ 2.8 0.4 4.9 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.7
Maturity—15 to 59 years_..., 70, 4 63,1 61,2 08,6 62,1 7.0 70,2 4.7
0ld age—00 years and over- 24,8 34.0 48,1 20,4 36,7 21,7 28.7 23,8

Males, all AES-rmeo oo cccnann 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100, 0
Childhgod—under 15 years. 4,2 2.5 0.5 4,5 0.8 1.0 0.9 L&
Maturity--15 to 50 yenrs... 71,4 64,7 62,6 68,0 59,0 "7 7.6 76,5
0ld age—00 years and over. 4.2 32,7 46.6 27,3 30.2 21,1 21.8 22,9

Fomales, all 0EeS .. v cuuancuunn 100, 0 100.0 1000 100,0 100. 0 100, 0 100, 0 100.0
Childhood—under 16 years. 6.1 3.2 0.4 6, 2 1.8 1.5 1.1 2.0
Maturity—16 to 50 yeors___| 60, 2 61,0 40,8 69,4 66, 4 76.8 08.3 73.5
0Old nge—60 years and over. 25. 8 856.6 49.8 25,8 33.0 22.6 30.4 4.4
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— 1
T.&gm 7,,8‘, II§:R (:)m:'r DIBTRIBUTION BY MAJo: Age PERIODE FOR SELECTE
nours or FORBIGN-BORN WHitn PopurnaTion, BY Spx, N CE BaN
AND Runran Anrpas: 1920—Contin ’ ’ MRTADY UnBaN

ued
COUNTRY O¥ BIRTH AND MOTHER
TONGUE~continued MOTHER TONGUE—ALL COUNTRILS
AREA, AGE, AND 8RX !
' ' Rusdly jH3ohemial 4p 0o
(ﬂllt\‘lls m[g{-‘tg,m (8pan- (1%&‘1'}5“) German | Polish | Slovak |Yiddish
(Croch) | ™
ALL BELECTED AREAS
Toth soxes, Al ARER. cowunne wee] 1000
Childheod~tnder 18 yeurs., 3.6 mg: g 18.(1)' g. 1005' % 10?' R 102' 2 l00.01  100.0
Maturity-15 (g i YO, 1.8 81,0 74,2 /7.4 784 90,3 ga' g 4.0
Ol nge~-60 yours wrid over.) 8.0 16.0 4.3 671 208 8.3 50| 63
Mates, 0 BE0R ..o mmmenad  JKLO X
Chdldtiood--under 1 yoas. 4.2 mgg 1(1)8:9 10%'8 ]0(1)'(0) 1033 1°§'° 100.9
Maturity-15 to 59 yewrs...] 021 we| ol 83 il wrl o 3 4.4
Ol o060 yoars nind ovées] 4.0 15.0 G0b man ThEL %I % w4
Foomulon, all BECR.. . cvnevnuns| 1000 100, 3 |
Childhand -smler 15 yeurs. 4,1 038 123? “’8% 10(1)'9 1‘“3"2 102‘? 102.$
Muturity15 o B yeur..d o 804 8.7 21| 804 ] 87| ozs|  s02
Ol tge-=t yeara nid over. el 4 16.0 LT 71 26. 6 0.5 3.0 6.0
UHRAN
Poth sexes, nll vges, . 100, 0 100.0 . 100.
Chiild bt tudor 15 yonrs 4o 2.3 1(1)2(; 0('22 10(1):2 log:g 10%.2 e
Muturity =14 o 8 years, | LB a3 BLe| w74 6.0 . .
. 7 9.2 3.7 80.3
OLil djee- 00 yorra niid uver. 49 13,4 1.7 6.8 20,4 B4 2.8 6.0
Ml al Aot 3000 1 100,071 1000 1000 100 \
Chltihond - uder W yonrs, 1 2.8 1 102 a0l i e mgl 7%
Butueityodd to 20 yonrn 4 U2 8551 &8 832 il en7l  oko|  sod
O uge - 00 yeurs nittd over. 4.6 121 . 6.8 2Ls 8.2 2.8 6.1
Foruslesn, all o8 vonrred  100.0 1 100.0| 1000] 100.0] 1000| 100 0] 1
ChibiT st uuder 18 yuurs 40 22| 19,0 8.1 0(1).5 3.9 mg.g 10219
Matuelty <18 Lo 8y, W, 7 8321 7.6 80,4 75,0 00,7 93.3 80,2
Ol ago-- 00 yosrs sd over. 54 14,6 2.4 7.1 23,4 5,8 2.9 6.0
RURAL
Thoth soxest, 60 BROA . . auuenane| SO0 C 1. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100,0
Chiild bt pader Vi yenes, .0 2,6 A7 6. 4 2.2 3.3 5.0 5.7
Maturity -1 o 8 yours, .. W, 32 08. 6 3.0 80,0 60,8 .7 00,3 88.1
Ol ngge-00 yours nud ovee, 4.0 24,8 4.b 4.0 3L4 16,8 4.0 6.0
Madea, WO, . cnnsaewn]  MEWOD 100.0 100. 0 100,0 || 1000 100.0 100, 0 100.0
Childh tosder 19 youri, 4. H 2.0 20,8 4,1 2.1 2.9 4,1 4.7
A aturity <18 to 30 yeura. K, 0 00.2 76,0 0.0 08,0 80.6 91,0 88.8
Ul mgee=00 yones nind over. 63 28,1 4.2 44 3.2 16,3 3.9 6.3
Fomules, all nged. . .. J 0.0 100,0 | 100.0| 100.0( 10001 100.01 100.0| 100.0
Cuildhead~utder 1 ). 8.0 27 23, % 8.0 2.3 3.9 6.6 7.0
Maturity =18 (4 B yours. . 5. B 07.0 7.8 80,8 66,0 78,4 80,3 87,3
O a0 yoars anid over, 6.9 20,0 4.8 5,0 31,8 1.8 4.2 5.8

The Mexicans, howovoer, appear to be unique among all the immi-
grant groups included in this seb of tables, in that they contain an
wnusually large number of young persons. Thus, Table 79 shows
them to bo the only ethnic element in the series, with a modal age
group as low as 20-24 yoars. Moreover, Table 78 indicates th.at,
whorens children amount to only 3.6 per cent of the 8,706,190 foreign
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born represented,? and come to as little as 0.7 per cent of the Irish,
they constitute 21.2 per cent of the Mexicans. In other words,
among the foreign born as a whole, less than 4 in 100 are under 15
vears of age; but among the Mexicans, slightly over 1 in 5 are in this
ago group. Reference to Table 178, moreover, reveals the existence
of an abnormally high percentage of children in the region most
heavily occupied by the Mexicans; so there seems to be little doubt
concerning the representativeness of the data in this particular.
Tor some reason, which must remain unexplained so far as this
monograph goes, the Mexicans bring with them into this country a
proportion of children much higher than does any other immigrant
group. It may be suggested that the causative factors behind this
phenomenon are probably related, first, to the proximity to the
original points of departure of the places in which the Mexicans
are most heavily settled, and, second, to the widespread rural
settlement of this element.?”

TaBLe 79.—Mopar "Aen Group or SpLECTED RACIAL AND NATIONAL
Srocxs 1N CErRTAIN URBAN AND RURAL ARnas: 1020

Par Por
. RACIAY, AND NATIONAL cont In || RACIAL AND NATIONAL cont In
STOCK Age group ngo Age group g0
group group
German, 60 and over... 24.8 || Bweadish 60 and ovor.... 15,2
NOrWORIAR . e emesemmm 60 and over.... 22.9 || Slovak. 30 to .. . 10.6
Eronch-Canadion. . aw..u. 60 and over.... 18,7 || Ttalion. 30 to 34.. - 15,6
Danish 60 and over- .. 18.4 || Polish.. 25 10 20, 18,2
I8N v 60 and over.... 18.3 || Russinn... 25 4o A.. 16,0
English ..o cereioaaaana 60 and over.... 17.4 || Yiddish..... . 26 to 2. 14,1
Bolemianand Moravian.| 60 and over.... 16,0 {| Moxican, 2040 Hueonnan 13.8
English-Canadian........ 60 and over.... 16.2

Attention may now be directed to the third feature of the age and
sex composition of the ethnic groups among the foreign born, namely,
their age and sex in urban and rural communities. Tables 78,
177, and 178 bring out one significant, fact, which is that both “old”
and “new” immigrants show a heavier concentration of elderly
people in rural than in urban areas. Table 78, in particular, exhibits
o higher percentage of old people in the rural than in the urban
population of each of the six ‘“0ld” immigrant stocks, and in four of
the six “new’’ ones; furthermore, the average percentage of elderly
persons is higher for all six “new” as well as all six “old” groups.
The ‘“‘old” immigrant stocks contain on the average 16.1 per cont
old persons in their urban population and 31.2 per cent in their
rural population, while the corresponding proportions for the “new?”’
immigrant groups are, respectively, 6.6 per cent and 11 per cent.

% According to Teble 71, thoy make up only 4 per cent of the forelgn-born white population of the coyun~
try as a whole.

# Of course, thero may he suggested the possibility of an abnormally high birth rate among tho Mexl-
cans in Mexico, but inquiries into this phase of the question are beyond the limits of this monograph,
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It may be added that here, as elsewhere, there are wide individual
variations. A heavy majority of the olderly Irish and Yiddish men
and women are found still in the cities, furnishing additional evi-
dence of the penchant for city life ascribed to them earlier in this
study. Conversely, the Norwegians and Danes show a large major-
ity of old persons in the rural regions. In other words, it is among
separato ethnic groups, not groups of groups that one finds significant
differences. '

The question of the representativenoss oJf the data here under
,consideration may, of course, be raised. And such an objection
might be applied with particular force at this point, because, in
order to make the comparisons used here, the date are split up to a
point where the actual numbers involved are too small for extended
statistical analysis, Moreover, it must be noted that the distinction
between urban and rural districts on which these tables are based
is not so clear-cut as it should be., Nevertheless, it may also be
pointed out that the tondency to which attention has been called,
nemely, & disposition of tho older immigrants in both “new’” and
“old” groups to move out of the cities into the country, is supported
by the analysis in other portioms of the monograph, based on far
more comprehensive date than aro presented heres®

SUMMARY

This chapter concludes the exemination of what ave in many respects
the basic facts underlying the immigrant problem; that is, the com-
position of the foreign stock nccording to length of residence in the
United States, national and racinl make-up, and age and sox
distribution.

Many important tendencies have heen establishad—somo of them
not altogether in accord with certain widely held opinions.

Joncerning European and wostern Asiatic immigration, it has
been found: (1) That a fairly clear line of demarcation may bo
drawn between the “old” north and west Turopean immigration,
which reached its peak about 1880, and thoe “now’ central, south,
and east European and western Asmtm immigration, whiclh mcronaed
steadily and rapidly from about 1880 to 1914; (2) that the Germans,
Trish, and Scandinavians lend the ‘““old”’ immigration, and the
Ttalians, Russians (largely Ilebrews), and Poles prodominnte among
the “new,” the Germans b(,mg stlll the largest surviving I'ormgn-

B It should bo obsarved {hat Table 170 showa thut anong the clderly people in both Y old” and “nuw”
tmmigration, the proportion of urban dwellers {8 greator than that of vural dwollets, although much moro
80 I the cage of tho “new” than the “oll.”  For the alx “old" frmmigrant groups the poreontags of rural
dwollors in the ago group 60 yeats und over ls 31,2,  For the “now," 1t I8 8.1
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born: element; (3) that there have nevertheless been important
varistions within both “old” and “new’” immigrant groups, in
that certain of the former continued increasing their numbers long
after the “old”’ immigration as a whole was declining, and in that
certain of the latter, notably the Bohemians, began reaching this
country in large numbers long before the great body of the “new”
immigration had got into motion; (4) that the foreign born are,in
general, concentrated in cities, especially large cities, rather than in
the country districts, and in industry rather than in agriculture;
(5) that.economic motivation is apparently an important factor in
inducing immigration, as it probably always has been, but that non-
economic forces are not at all wanting among the “new”” immigrants,
there being an abnormally heavy migration of those peoples who have
suffered from religious, racial, and political oppression; (6) that the
leading factors in the distribution of immigration through the country
appear to be (¢) proximity to primary ports of entry, (b) ethnic
cohesion, and (¢) economic opportunity, which took the form of
cheap and easily accessible farm land a generation ago, but which
appears to-day chiefly as the demand for unskilled laborin factories,
mines, and construction work; (7) that, as a consequence, the foreign
born in general are concentrated in the North, where negro labor
does not compete with it, and particularly along the Atlantic and
Pacific seaboards; (8) that the ‘“old’”’ immigration is prominent in
the northern Mississippi Valley, where cheap land was plentiful
until two or three decades ago; (9) that certain groups, such as the
Irish and Hebrews, appear to prefer city to country life; (10) that
the apparent preference of the “new’ immigration as a whole for
city life is probably due mainly to (a) the cityward drift in the
country as a whole, to (b) the recent change in the economic oppor-
tunities available to immigrants, and to (¢) the temporary settle-
ment of immigrants in cities, especially in the New Ingland, Middle
Atlantic, and Iast North Central States, where the more recent
immigrants are heavily settled; (11) that there are, furthermore,
signs of a countryward movement on the part of the ‘““new’’ central,
gouth, and eastern European immigrants, as is shown by the settle-
ment of relatively recently arrived foreigners in the rural districts
of the Middle Atlantic and New England areas, and by the suggestion
which the age and sex statistics furnish of a city-to-country, and a
large-city-to-small-city drift among these immigrants; (12) that the
immigrants are, as a class, composed chiefly of the active-age groups,
containing very few children and old people; (13) that they exhibit
o large excess of males over females, and that, despite important
variations within each group, the “new! immigrant stocks appear
to show this tendency more strongly than the ‘“old,” whether,
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however, from ethnic difference or economic pressure, it can not be
said; (14) that the excess of foreign-born males over females is
especially marked at the age of maximum fecundity, and in the small
cities and rural regions, whereas the native stock shows an excess of
females over males, so that interbreeding between foreign-born
males and native-born females, particularly in the smaller cities and
rural regions, is to be anticipated; (15) that, finally, the factors just
outlined, together with others brought out in the detailed analysis
that has occupied the last three chapters, point, on the one hand,
to substantial similaritios Dbetween “old” and “new’” immigrant
stocks, and, on the other hand, to important variations within both
tho “old” and “new’” immigrant groups, so that it seems more suita-
ble to utilize the distinction implied in these familiar terms rather
as 8 summary oxprossion for general territorial and chronological
differonces, than as & uniform and universal line of cleavage in
respoct of ethnic, economic, or other characteristics—in sum, that
individual ethnic and national growps, rather than more or less fortuitous
and arbitrary groups of groups provide the most satigfactory umwits. by
which ethade characteristics may be studied. ‘

Coneerning Amorican immigration it has been found: (1) That
Canadians and Mexicans are coming across our borders in large
numbers, the latter showing a heavy increase in recent years; (2)
that they are concentrated near the boundaries across which they
have come, and dominate, numerically, the foreign element, if not
the entire population, at the points of their heaviest settlement;
and (3) that the Mexicans are peculiar in being distributed largely
in rural rogions and in bringing with them an unusually large number
of children.

Finally, concerning negro immigration, it has been found: (1)
That there Las been a marked resurgence in negro migration to this
country; (2) that it originates, not in Africa, bub chiefly in the Wost
Indies and the Atlantic Islands; (3) that it is concentrated in certain
points along the Atlantic seaboard; and (4) that it is likely to continue
and therafore further to complicate the race problems of this country.
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